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Abstract	
  
This thesis examines the development and introduction of a middle schooling model in a
traditional, Catholic girls’ high school in Australia. Utilising a Foucauldian approach, it
follows the initiative from its early emergence as a discourse amongst the school
leadership to its eventual existence as a concrete object in the school context. Through
the format of an analytical narrative, the thesis explores the role of leaders in the school
who were key players in the rise of the idea as a change possibility, as well as the
involvement of other leaders and teachers in the development of the Middle School. In
particular, it explores the ongoing influence of one leader, whose specific and targeted
decisions directed, shaped and enacted the initiative.
Change in schools is acknowledged as an everyday reality of the profession. It is usually
the role of school leaders to manage and negotiate these change processes in association
with their staff and colleagues. Most of the literature in the field of educational
leadership and organisational change explores the means by which teachers and leaders
implement change, viewed from the position of the external, academic fieldworker.
Alternatively, research conducted by practitioners often takes the form of localised
‘reflexive inquiry’ with the goal of improving school practices for the benefit of students.
This thesis seeks to combine elements of these two modes of investigation and examine
change from the position of the ‘insider’ researcher, a teacher at the site of study, who
was critically involved in the change and gained a high level of access to the detailed
intricacies of the process. In the dual roles of researcher and participant, I accessed the
‘space between’ to become both insider and outsider in the investigation.
This thesis confirms that educational change is an unpredictable and complex process.
Leading change requires more that just will alone, but a carefully strategic series of
‘actions upon actions’ to render subjects complicit in its implementation. This raises
certain ethical questions in the deployment of the power of leadership. Power can be
enacted in ways that are dominant or repressive, but these are not its only characteristics.
It is in the generation of new objects, new discourses and new subjectivities that the
productive function of power is apparent, and school leaders are positioned to make
choices about the use of this power in the management of change. This thesis, through
7

the use of an analytical rather than a reflexive window onto insider research, draws
attention to making leadership practices ‘strange’ in a context familiar to teacher and
leader practitioners: the school setting. It also highlights the ‘strangeness’ of the
embedded nature of the insider-researcher and suggests that reflexive practitioner inquiry
is not the only form of insider research available to the practitioner with an ‘academic’
bent; rather it situates the alternative researcher as coming from ‘within’.
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Section 1: Situating the Study
This is not a change thesis. Nor is it a leadership thesis. It is not a middle schooling
thesis or a thesis about teachers. Neither is it an ethnography, a narrative, or a genealogy.
It is none of these, yet all of these at the same time. It draws upon the methodological
tenets of genealogy, ethnography and narrative to construct an analysis of the leadership
practices invoked to introduce a model of middle schooling in an Australian school.
Within a Foucauldian framework, it explores the ways the teachers at the school
interacted with the discourses and practices that emerged.
This study examines the implementation of a middle schooling initiative in a traditional,
Catholic, girls’ high school. It traces the initiative from its early discursive emergence, to
become a defined and concrete object, ready for implementation by the end of the
period of this study (a period of approximately eighteen months). Specifically, it
examines the role of two leaders in the school who were key players in the emergence of
the idea, and the strategic actions of one of the leaders, an assistant principal at the
school, that directed, shaped and enacted the initiative. Leading change is a complex and
messy process, and this thesis follows both the accidental events and tactical manoeuvres
which enabled the Middle School to become a change possibility and eventuality in the
school.
This thesis is organised in two sections. Section One presents the groundwork to enable
the reader to position the research, the researcher, the context and the theoretical stance.
Section Two describes the change process that occurred at the site of study, the
introduction of a new middle schooling pedagogy, in which I apply my mode of analysis
using the genealogical theory and method of Michel Foucault. I will introduce this
second section with greater detail later in my thesis. It is this section to follow that
establishes the foundations of my investigation into the development of a new middle
school in an existing educational setting. In it, I introduce the research site, a Catholic
girls’ school; myself as the researcher, a teacher at the school; as well as the research
questions I have addressed through my research. I explain the use of Foucault as my
primary theoretical resource, through my employment of an archaeological method of
data collection and a genealogical mode of analysis. In the final part of this section, I also
10

conduct a brief genealogy of middle schooling in both the United States of America and
Australia.
In this first section, I explain those theories that are relevant to position my study and
establish the structure of analysis for the entire thesis. More specific aspects of
Foucault’s theoretical positions or concepts are explained in greater detail through the
body of the thesis, where they are situationally relevant and applicable to my discussion
and analysis. Following a ‘genealogical turn’ in educational studies, this mode of
investigation has become increasingly utilised by a greater number of researchers.
Foucault himself encouraged others, not to study his ideas, but to go and “write
genealogies” (Sawicki, 1991 p. 15) and educational researchers have taken the challenge
seriously. I position myself as one of these researchers. Although my study does not
explore the extended sweep of time that characterises many genealogies, it examines,
with micro-analytical precision, a particular period of time: a “history of the present”
(Foucault, 1995 p. 31). Of course, this historical event is situated within a lineage of time,
as shown when I trace the emergence of the discourse of middle schooling in Chapter
1.4, but my thesis is not about that emergence, rather, it is about what manifests through
its effects when it is taken up by key players in the context of a single school.
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Chapter	
  1:	
  Positioning	
  
Introduction
Positioning is a term usually associated with the active constitution of the self in social
situations (Davies and Harré, 1990; Harré and van Langenhove, 1999; Harré and
Moghaddam, 2003). In the sphere of education, it is often drawn upon to consider the
means by which teachers and students construct their identities in particular and
changing circumstances (Beavis, 2001; McVee, Baldassarre and Bailey, 2004; Youdell,
2006; Watson, 2007; Beauchamp and Thomas, 2009; Zemblyas, 2010). Indeed, I make
use of both of these applications later in this thesis as I draw upon the Foucauldian
notion of the ‘subject-position’ to explore the effects of interactions with the discourse
of middle schooling and one another by particular players in the study. In academic
discourse, it also refers to the adoption and communication of a particular position with
regard to “both the issues discussed in the text and to others who hold points of view on
those issues” (Hyland, 2008 p. 5) and is considered an integral part of an effective thesis
writing process. As identified by Thomson and Gunter (2011), “Research students are
now routinely taught to consider how their own positioning might influence research
and urged to develop practices of reflexivity in order to address some of the blind spots
that constitute partiality” (p. 17).
To this end, it is one of the purposes of this chapter to ‘position’ my research within the
network of other research and researchers in the arenas of change, Foucauldian
genealogy and educational leadership, as well as other related fields and discourses. I
position the study in a particular context, an Australian Catholic girls’ high school, at
which I was employed during the period of investigation. In addition, I position myself,
as both a researcher and a teacher at the site of study, a factor that had significant
implications for the mode of investigation and the level of access to information and
participants in the study.
This chapter is divided into four distinct sections to position the study. In the first part
of the chapter, I situate the research within a particular network of positioning factors. I
identify the problem/s that I have endeavoured to address and the reasons why they are
12

relevant concerns at this point. I identify the ‘starting position’ for the research, the
introduction of a middle schooling pedagogy, and discuss my initial focus for the thesis
and collection of data. I recount my changing ideas as I engaged with the middle
schooling discourse and developments in my school setting, and I explain my turn to a
different set of problems that became the focus for my investigations, identifying the key
position that Foucault’s ideas came to hold in my analysis. A great deal of literature exists
exploring change in schools, as well as the role of leadership in change. It is not the place
of this thesis to explore all of this literature as most of it is not relevant to this study and
the volume of these studies makes it an impossible task. However, particular literature
will be reviewed in this chapter in order to establish the direction taken by other
researchers into this field/s who explore the means by which teachers and leaders
implement change.
In the second part of this chapter, I position myself as the researcher, an embedded
subject in the site of study. As a teacher in the school, I was already an ‘insider’ in the
site of study, and as a subsequent academic researcher for this investigation, I also
became an ‘outside’ observer of my own situation. I explore the related theories and
literature of the ‘insider researcher’ and outline methods of ‘practitioner research’ to
explain the ways in which my study is similar but, importantly, how it is different from
these two modes of research. I propose my own terminology for my particular position
of ‘insider researcher’, that of the ‘sleeper-researcher’, and explain how this term
identifies my conception of the researcher ‘laying dormant’ at the site of study until
‘awakened’ for research by particular and contingent circumstances. I also explain this
position as necessitating access to the ‘space between’ the dual roles of insider and
outsider in the investigation (Corbin Dwyer and Buckle, 2009) to become a different
type of researcher, one who can present an objective stance in regard to a context of
‘situated familiarity’.
The third part of this chapter outlines my theoretical positioning and use of Foucault as
my primary conceptual and methodological framework. I explain how the choice of
Foucault has allowed me to do certain things in my research and examine the work of
others who have utilised his ideas in different domains. I provide a detailed account of
the value of using both archaeological and genealogical methods in the collection and
analysis of data and explain why I have chosen to use elements of both theoretical
13

perspectives together, and ‘enmeshed’ them to become a richer method of investigation.
In the final part of the chapter I trace the discourse of middle schooling as it emerged to
become a recognised discourse in the broader authority of education. I apply
Foucauldian concepts of the ‘authorities of delimitation’, the ‘surfaces of emergence’ and
‘thresholds’ and I will explain these concepts in their relevance to this discussion. I
describe how middle schooling was taken up by local education bodies and became a
‘trend’ in schooling in several states in Australia, leading eventually to the threshold of
my school site.

1.1: Positioning the Research
Identifying the Problem
This study began, as I’m sure many education-practitioner studies do, as a curiosity
about an event that was happening in my school (McWilliam, 2003): in this case, the
introduction of a new middle school. I was working toward my proposal for this thesis,
and I came to a conclusion that this would be a fruitful situation to examine. When I
started my investigations, I thought I was studying middle schooling. I had a desire to
see how it worked in my context once it was implemented, and I particularly wanted to
use a Foucauldian archaeological framework. I began to collate data during the preimplementation phase, as my earlier undergraduate introduction to Foucault and
archaeology had taught me that no data is too much, but this was only a precautionary
measure as I was planning to study the post-implementation phase of the initiative.
However, the more involved I became with the initiative and the more data I gathered,
the more Foucault I read and the more I began to actually look at the data, new
questions emerged, new curiosities arose and new problems surfaced. How was this
change taking place? What were the effects of particular players, contingencies,
resistances? How was power circulating and how did a new object come into being in
this very traditional, delimited context?
I shifted from a curiosity about what would happen after the middle school was brought
into place, to a fascination with what was happening during the process of getting it ready
to implement. Certain players had key roles; I observed tension and resistance around
14

particular ideas and became aware of the deep investments held by certain groups in the
school. I began to see that the introduction of this initiative was more than just a change
in pedagogy - it represented a significant shift in culture - and many staff were not
prepared for that change. However, I also recognised that there were some staff (I was
one of these) who were interested in the idea, who aligned themselves with ideas of
change and were convinced by the proposal that was delivered by particular leaders.
The introduction of this change was not as simple as naming it and implementing it. It
was messy. Ideas emerged and were quickly submerged again. Unexpected factors
became key to its development and, rather than following a linear progression, the
middle school was assembled in sedimentary layers of historical progression over a period
of eighteen months. I also came to be a part of that assemblage1. I was given a key role
in the investigation of the initiative and, due to my deliberate observation on two levels
(teacher and researcher), my archive of data became substantial, and came to fill several
A4 boxes with documents, brochures, articles, reports, printed web-pages, photographs,
videos, CDs, memos, notes, and also included a detailed research journal I had begun in
the early days of my degree. Consciously collecting this data added further to my
curiosity - how could I position myself as both insider and outsider to the developments
I was involved in? It didn’t feel like it changed the way I did things (but how would I
know because I could not disassociate myself from myself), but it certainly changed the
way I observed them. I gathered and collated with a collector’s eye and I was always
sitting on my own shoulder in my experiences, remembering the details so that I would
be ready to write them up in my journal at a later point. This became another problem to
consider.
So, I had the data, I had the desire. I had been admitted into the PhD program and my
ethics were approved. The principal had granted me permission to study the school and
my participants had also signed their agreement to be a part of my research. All I needed
to do now was define my problem, and that did not turn out to be quite so easy a task.
To help me with this, I will now turn to Foucault, and remove myself from the narrative
account of my own research process.

1

I have not used this term in a Deleuzian sense; rather I draw upon the artistic practice/technique of
assemblage, in which a diverse range of constructed and found elements are brought together to form a
type of cohesive sculptural collage (see Atkins, 1990 pp.51-52).
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Foucault (1994), in his Foreword to the English edition of The Order of Things, offers a
reflection on the creation of this book, written after its original publication in French. In
this reflection, he positions the arguments put forward by the ‘past Foucault’ within a
modified framework from the position of himself as a ‘future Foucault’. He labels this
framework ‘Directions for Use’ and advises that this has become a necessary addition to
the text because “When I was writing it there were many things that were not clear to
me” (p. ix). He situates his text within a network of explanations and considerations, and
positions the reader as an “ideal reader”, one who grasps the subtleties and incongruities
in his work as the product of a process, with “intentions” that were not clear and a
project that could have been “more ready to take form”. Within these considerations for
approaching the text, Foucault identifies for the reader three particular problems for
which he had “not yet found answers”. These are the problem of change, the problem of
causality, and the problem of the subject. These are three of the problems that I came to
also address in my study and I will now explain the relationship between Foucault’s
‘problems’ and my own methodological and analytical approach.
On the problem of change, Foucault advises that “changes should be examined more
closely, without being reduced, in the name of continuity, in either abruptness or scope”
(p. xii). He responds to criticisms that he “denies the possibility of change” (p. xii) and
provides an elaboration of the disruption and discontinuity that he theorises to be more
descriptive of change, rather that the seamless linearity apparent in previous traditions of
history. He provides particular guidelines for the historian of change (by explicating the
ideas behind his own method) and advises that, “these changes should not be treated at
the same level, or be made to culminate at a single point, as is sometimes done, or be
attributed to the genius of an individual, or a new collective spirit, or even to the
fecundity of a single discovery” (p. xii). Although Foucault is speaking of major
disciplines and I am investigating a case of change in the context of a single school, his
advice that, “it would be better to respect such differences, and even to try to grasp them
in their specificity. In this way I tried to describe the combination of corresponding
transformations” (p. xii) is applicable in the instance of my research and I have taken
Foucault’s methodological description as the direction for my own study of change. To
describe the transformations that characterised the appearance of middle schooling and
the thresholds of its development is the first problem of this thesis.
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In describing the problem of causality, Foucault points out that, “It is not always easy to
determine what has caused a specific change” (p. xii-xiii) and that any attempt to do so
can only be “embarrassing”. He proposes that a single argument of causality will not
provide meaningful answers as “there are no definite methodological principles on
which to base such an analysis” (p. xiii). He recognises that, in any particular change,
“the role of instruments, techniques, institutions, events, ideologies, and interests is very
much in evidence; but one does not know how an articulation so complex and so diverse
in composition actually operates” (p. xiii). In this view, the artefacts of causality are
apparent, but it is the effects of these artefacts that can be observed as identifiable
elements. As a result, Foucault states, “I chose instead to confine myself to describing
the transformations themselves” (p. xiii) and, in a similar way, I have aimed to describe
correlations and connections without ascribing cause. I have traced, although in intricate
detail, only the ‘evidence’ of transformation of discourses, objects, relations and
subjectivities through the artefacts of my investigation. Rather than ‘cause’ or ‘reason’, I
have looked for ‘conditions of possibility’ for these transformations, as the second
problem of this thesis.
The problem of the subject is a theme that runs throughout, not only Foucault’s work,
but also my own investigations and analysis for this thesis. Foucault asks, “Can one
speak of science and its history (and therefore of its conditions of existence, its changes,
the errors it has perpetrated, the sudden advances that have sent it off on a new course)
without reference to the scientist himself (sic)?” (p. xiii). Although he was investigating a
history of science, these terms of ‘science’ and ‘scientist’ are readily replaceable with
‘middle schooling’ and ‘teacher/leader’. In answer to Foucault’s question, I have
explored the nature of the subject in the implementation of this change. Particular
subjects are recognised, although, to use Foucault’s description, “I am speaking not
merely of the concrete individual represented by a proper name, but of his work and the
particular form of his thought” (p. xii). I have attempted, through meticulous exploration
of the surface of my data, to represent the ‘work’ and ‘thought’ of these subjects. In
accord with Foucault, I too, “should like to know whether the subjects responsible for
… discourse are not determined in their situation, their function, their perceptive
capacity, and their practical possibilities by conditions that dominate and even
overwhelm them” (p. xiv). The notion of subject-positions and subjectivities become key
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to my engagement with the subject, and these three related notions become the third
problem of my thesis.
In addition to these problems identified by Foucault, I had two more that I sought to
address in my work: the problems of power and representation. As a result, I would like
to add the problem of power as a fourth problem to frame my research. The
development of the initiative from proposed change to implementable curriculum was
embedded within a network of relations and subjectivities. They became the means by
which power was deployed as an interruption to the seamless flow of ‘progress’. The
productive effects of both power and resistance characterised the investigations and
implementation of middle schooling, and a new object, the Middle School, was formed
as a result. New subjectivities, new relations and new discourses were identifiable
through the data and subsequently traceable in my analysis. Foucault (1995) states,
We must cease once and for all to describe the effects of power in negative
terms: it ‘excludes’, it ‘represses’, it ‘censors’, it ‘abstracts’, it ‘masks’, it
‘conceals’. In fact, power produces; it produces reality; it produces domains
of objects and rituals of truth. The individual and the knowledge that may
be gained of him (sic) belong to this production. (p. 194)

In this way, power is represented not as a negative, restrictive state of control, but a
constitutive one; a set of relations that brings something into being in an action of
production. Taking a ‘productive’ perspective on the problem of power has allowed me
to examine the implementation of the middle school through a more optimistic lens. It
also draws attention to the ethical responsibility of the educational leader in the
deployment of power for constructive rather than solely disciplinary purposes.
And finally, I would add a fifth problem to frame my research, the problem of
representation. How do I represent myself and how do I represent my analysis? Foucault
can again support me in the search to address this problem. Foucault (1980a, 1984a)
proposed genealogical tactics as a means to explore the detail and contextual complexity
of a particular situation from a position of constructed distance. In this way, genealogy
has allowed me to represent myself in two different ways: as a participant in the change
process as well as a theoretical analyst. I am part of the study, but not central to it. This
thesis is not my story. My position in the research required me to present my data and
foreground the analysis, rather than myself. Genealogy has enabled me to position
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myself as just one thread in the story of middle schooling in my school. Through its
tenets, I have been able to represent myself in my dual roles but, perhaps more critically,
I have represented my analysis as academically rigorous and theoretically detailed
windows on my research observations. Foucault (1977b, 1978) described genealogy not
as a particular methodology, but as a practice. In this way I hope to represent myself as a
practitioner, not just as a teacher/leader practitioner, but also as an academic practitioner
as well.
In his Foreword to The Order of Things, Foucault (1994) invites the reader to be “free to
make what he (sic) will of the book that he (sic) has been kind enough to read” and
muses “What right have I, then, to suggest that it should be used in one way rather than
another?” (p. ix). Indeed, what right do I have to position you, the reader, in this thesis?
For the ease of engaging with my research, a certain degree of positioning is required. I
must provide key ideas and theories, explain how I will be using them and summarise
literature to support my case. More importantly, however, is the positioning of myself
both in the research and as the researcher. I have the obligation to do this, to tell you
where I stand and why I have done what I have done.
In a similar vein to Foucault, there are many things that are not clear to me. In a revision
of both my data and my research, it becomes apparent how much I still do not know.
How much I cannot know. How much my position delimits the possibilities of my
understanding and experience. However, these very factors also provide the depth and
‘micro’ capacity of my investigation and analysis. As an existing employee, my position
enabled me to have a first hand experience of the research context. As an insider, I had
access to people and information that would not have been available to the external
researcher. My daily experience of the school provided me with an immediate and
consistent awareness of events, practices and subjectivities ‘on the ground’ and in ‘real
time’. These factors are one of the strengths and features of my thesis. However, they
also cause me to hold a particular position of responsibility. Much of my experience and
knowledge was privileged, incidental and private. I knew some of the participants as
friends, all as colleagues and, at the time of some of the interviews, as their direct
supervisor. In writing this thesis, I maintained a consistent awareness of the ethical
responsibilities of my insider/outsider positioning and my research decisions were
effectively framed within this awareness.
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Research Questions
As a result of identifying the problems that would frame my research, I developed three
research questions. These three require answers derived from empirical research that
drove my investigation of the development of a middle schooling pedagogy at the
school.
1. What are the conditions of possibility that enable an idea for change to become
an innovation in a long-standing, traditional, educational institution?
2. How do the strategic and contingent effects of particular leadership practices
enable power to be deployed productively in the constitution of a concrete
curriculum object?
3. What are the effects of the positioning/repositioning of staff subjectivities on
the developing object and in relation to the individuals themselves?

The Research Site
The school in this study, Saint Elizabeth College (SEC) (a pseudonym), has a long
tradition of education in its local community. It is a single-sex (girls), independent,
Catholic school in a large regional city in Australia, and draws from geographically broad
and culturally diverse populations in both its staff and students. At the time of the study,
SEC had been in operation for over 130 years and had developed an identity as a high
school which provided a strong focus on both pastoral and academic development for
girls in the region. For all of its history the school had been managed and operated by a
religious order of nuns and, until 1999, all principals at SEC had been nuns of the order.
These religious foundations were paramount to the philosophy and purpose of the
school and all curriculum decisions were framed within the need to maintain an integrity
of faith and service to the local Catholic community. The school had also developed a
reputation for academic excellence in more recent decades, expanding its popularity to
the point where it catered for just over 1100 girls from Year Seven to Year Twelve at the
time of the study. As an independent school, it was able to implement particular
programs and make decisions about the governance of the school, separate from the
Catholic Education Office, the regulating body for systemic Catholic schools in
Australia.
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Over its long history, SEC had embraced and rejected many pedagogical frameworks in
the desire to improve educational outcomes for its students. With the introduction of a
new statewide final examination system in the late 1960s the school leaders (at the time
comprising an exclusively religious group of nuns, local priests and the Bishop) decided
to overhaul the curriculum to reflect a more specific focus on educational opportunities
for girls, encouraging and supporting academic and community achievement. Whilst
progressive at the time, this curriculum was still embedded within the social and cultural
dialogues of the era. Subject selections were still constrained by traditional choices for
girls and the need to consider the primary end-goal of the education of these women,
which was to enter the Catholic community to become dedicated and faithful wives and
mothers.
With the appointment of the last religious principal, Sister Maria (a pseudonym), in 1981
came a renewed focus on providing greater educational experiences for girls. This
principal was a committed educator, and interested in exploring philosophies of teaching
and learning while maintaining an active and current awareness of educational debates
and practices. She was also highly committed to the continuity of tradition, although this
did not function as an impediment to furthering the goals of the school in pursuing
quality education for girls. Sister Maria introduced a system of vertical streaming for all
classes of students in Years Eight to Ten, which enabled effective differentiation and
acceleration for all ability levels and encouraged the development of relationships across
these years groups. Semesterisation for all courses was another innovation introduced
during her leadership, which allowed the growth of many of the smaller faculties as they
were able to offer half-year courses, and meant that students were able to progress
quickly through certain subjects for which they had the aptitude and desire. Flexibility
and choice were key characteristics of the curriculum offerings at this time, with
increases in innovative pedagogies in this context. As a leader, Sister Maria could be
described as a benevolent autocrat. Although she promoted and encouraged educational
experimentation, she held a tight reign over all aspects of school life and expected
complete loyalty and unquestioned obedience from her staff at all times. Over the last
few years of Sister Maria’s tenure, however, the exciting changes that had flourished in
earlier times had by now become established practice, and limited variation had occurred
for some time as a result (personal reflections, informal dialogue with long-standing
staff).
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The combination of these factors led to the overt valuing and support for quality
education for girls, while simultaneously maintaining commitment to tradition in the
school community. When I arrived at the school as a fresh, young teacher, many staff
described SEC as ‘unique’, ‘progressive’ and, importantly, ‘successful’. The dominant
attitude at this time was that, although the leadership situation at the school was
inflexible and authoritarian, the existing situation was ‘good’. A lay principal, appointed
in 1999 by the Board of Directors, entered this context with a mandate for innovation.
She quickly recognised the need for attention to improving administrative procedures
and practices and began to overhaul many of the outdated facilities and entrenched
practices with a call to ‘move into the 21 century’. Her approach, whilst effective, served
st

to alienate many long-standing staff members, committed to the previous principal and
the traditions which had been in place. A strong resistance to the changes represented by
the new principal became evident and many chose to leave the school in the face of its
inevitability. The new principal took this opportunity to employ several like-minded staff
in leadership positions, setting the foundations for dramatic change in the physical,
administrative and pedagogical existence of the school. One of the future innovations in
this context was to be the introduction of a middle schooling approach at SEC.

Literature on Change, Leadership and Foucault
As stated previously, this thesis sits within the broader paradigm of change in education.
It explores a particular change process in its localised specificity, through the lens of a
researcher embedded within the research context. This change is situated within a
broader historical change in schooling practices: the introduction of middle schooling as
a new structural and pedagogical framework for young people in a certain age group. In
this study, I have adopted a Foucauldian approach to both the gathering and analysis of
data and in the literature I have identified others who have adopted particular
Foucauldian ideas or employed particular strategies of research. I have attempted to
orient my study around four particular angles of investigation: (1) positioning
educational change as an inescapable domain of educational research, (2) the
employment of Foucault in the study of education, (3) genealogical directions in
educational research and (4) the application of Foucault to the growing field of
educational leadership. In the literature to follow, I identify those studies, researchers
and theorists in education that have explored similar methods, ideas or contexts as my
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own research. I also examine those through which I can position my study in relation to
these four areas of investigation. Through this, I hope to position my own study
alongside this research and, importantly, establish the space in which a relative lack of
research has been undertaken that my study can go some part way to filling.

Change	
  in	
  Education	
  
Changes in curriculum, practices, accountabilities, assessment, reporting, retention, and
broader pedagogical trends have been impacting the work of schools and teachers with
ever increasing frequency (Hargreaves, 2004; Hargreaves et al., 2005; Williamson and
Myhill, 2008). The literature on educational change is extensive and can be categorised in
two loose levels of hierarchy. At the first level, it is often situationally focused: research
that is either exploring the direction from which change comes (within the school, from
school leaders, or external forces), or the location of change (changing teachers,
leadership practices, students, or curriculum). At the second level, these directions and
locations are then further positioned around particular themes in the literature: the ‘why’
of change, how to implement effective change, the failure of change, descriptions of
particular changes, the politics of change processes, the effects of certain changes, or
advocating and promoting specific change initiatives. It is not my intention here to
detail, or even summarise, the vast quantity of research in this domain. Instead, I have
chosen to draw upon the ideas of just two of the scholars writing in this area who, like
me, have adopted poststructural ideas (including those generated by Foucault).
As the pace of change, socially and culturally, has intensified, change in schools has
reflected the increasing search for the latest ‘innovation’ to improve student (and school)
performance (Hargreaves, 1994; 2000; Paechter, 2000, 2003). Paechter (2000) claims that
due to this society-school relationship, research in educational change needs to be
specific and socially embedded. She states, “We need to study curriculum change in its
social context because such studies help us see why we have the curricula that we do. We
need to understand how they came to be, and get to grips with their contingent nature”
(p. 5). She also claims (2003) that because there is a more significant emphasis on
external educational reforms in contemporary schooling, most often in the form of
government policy and mandates, change is “much less avoidable” (p. 129) for
educational leaders and practitioners, and therefore much more visible to both those in
schools and the researchers beyond. She recognises that,
23

Teachers are expected to engage with change, and committed engagement in
innovative programmes is increasingly seen as important when individuals
are seeking promotion (Sikes, 1992; Datnow et al., 2002). This has all meant
that for researchers, the questions of how change happens, how we can
make good changes ‘stick’ and why some changes are (successfully or
unsuccessfully) resisted, have become increasingly important. (Paechter,
2003 p. 129)

In an earlier publication, Paechter also states that, “to refuse to take part in ongoing
change is, essentially, to opt out of teaching altogether” (2000, p. 4). In this way, it can
be argued that Paechter positions the study of change as representing a critical
requirement in schooling literature due to its inescapable factor in the daily realities for
teachers.
Hargreaves (2000) similarly positions many changes in schools as a push for innovation,
deriving from external social forces. He asserts that “Nations, districts, leaders and
sometimes teachers themselves are rushing to be on the leading edge of changes
engineered by governments, fashioned by districts or financed by charitable
foundations” (p. 1). He further recognises that,
Change puts some people in the spotlight and others in the dark. Some
teachers are on the leading edge of change; others are on the sharp edge of
it. Change can be novel, original, unique; it can also retread well worn
patterns of the past. The practice and the theory of educational change and
reform comprise all these varying forces and possibilities. (Hargreaves, 2000
p. 1-2)

This ‘leading edge’ is a critical location for teachers, leaders and scholars, and many
researchers have focused on changes that signal significant departures from previous
practices in curriculum, leadership, pedagogy and for students.
Hargreaves noted in 2000 that, “The study of educational change is no longer new” (p.
2). Now, fifteen years later, it has reached a state of ubiquity. In order to limit this
potentially limitless field, from this point I will be focusing only on those investigations
that have taken a Foucauldian approach to the study of education. I will introduce firstly
a broader range of studies which place Foucauldian ideas and methods within the field
of educational research. Following this, I will narrow the field further and outline the
research of those who have employed Foucault’s genealogical approach to examine
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particular issues or instances in the educational sphere. Finally, I will identify the limited
number of studies that have directly employed Foucault in the examination of leadership
in education. In the second section of this chapter, I examine the methodological
position of the ‘insider researcher’ and my conceptualisation of the ‘sleeper researcher’,
that will further situate my study as an alternative to many of the current understandings
of ‘practitioner research’.

Foucault	
  Goes	
  to	
  School	
  
In Foucault and Education, Ball (1990) draws together a range of key thinkers in education
who promoted the employment of a Foucauldian approach to the study of schools.
Although several scholars had employed Foucault in educational research, and related
areas, prior to this time (Walkerdine, 1984, 1989; Cherryholmes, 1985, 1987, 1988;
Marshall, 1989), this publication emerged as a serious statement about the conceptual
and methodological application of Foucault. Since then, several anthologies have
followed Ball’s lead, bringing a range of theoretical and methodological perspectives to
the field of education (Giroux, 1991; Popkewitz and Brennan, 1998; Baker and Heyning,
2004; Peters and Besley, 2007; Fejes and Nicoll, 2008). Other scholars have taken the
challenge to conduct extended explorations using a range of Foucauldian approaches
and this research constitutes a large body of the literature in the educational field. Butin
(2006b), for example, comments that,
[T]here is a seemingly natural affinity between Foucault’s insights – into, for
example, power, knowledge, resistance, subjectification – and educational
research and practice. Foucault’s work in specific and postmodern
sensibilities in general has cropped up everywhere from the usual suspects
(for example, educational theory, curriculum studies) to the truly unexpected
(for example, physical education, middle-school leadership). (pp. 371-372)

Foucault’s concepts and methods have much to offer the study of education and have
been applied through different means and to different ends. I have created three
categories by which to group these studies: those which detail theoretical or
methodological approaches, those which explore a certain phenomenon within the
educational sphere, and those which examine particular features in specific educational
contexts. There is not necessarily a clear distinction between these categories, and some
of these studies could be equally described as belonging to more than one of these
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categories. It is only to explicate the variety of ways in which Foucault has infiltrated
educational research that I have differentiated them in this way.
A significant volume of the scholarship connecting Foucault with education is presented
by key researchers in the field who elaborate theoretical and methodological perspectives
and their use in education. Many of these take the form of elucidating particular
Foucauldian theories as a means to explore educational practice. A group of these are
examine the dominating effects of disciplinary power in schooling, such as Ball (1990;
2012) and Popkewitz and Brennan (1997; 1998). Others, such as Peters (2003; 2007) and
Besley and Peters (2007) throw a theoretical cast on the changing nature of truth and
subjectivity in educational research and, through the application of Foucauldian analysis,
encourage a self-reflective stance on the part of the researcher. Marshall (2002) offers an
alternative to the dominating view of power and subjectivity. He opens the field of
educational research to the opportunity of accessing freedom that can be achieved
through recognition of this power; it is in this way that “discovering disciplinary power
in educational discourses (and practices) therefore might be seen, and often is, as a form
of liberation” (p. 414). Others adopt a more methodological focus, such as Jardine
(2005) and Walshaw (2007), and provide explanations of ‘how to’ conduct Foucauldian
research or, alternatively, provide the theoretical groundwork to ‘problematise’ issues in
education for examination (Marshall, 2007). All of this work is of great use to the
Foucauldian researcher to assist in understanding the density and complexity of
Foucault’s body of work. They provide a compelling injunction to explore the field of
education, in particular schooling, through the lens of Foucault’s methodological ‘plans’.
However, as a collective set of texts, this literature (and others like it) presents particular
frameworks and models of ‘solution’ for the problems of education that, often, “cannot
be ‘solved’” (Niesche, 2011 p. 139). Whilst they may provide the ‘tools’ to ‘tinker’ with
educational research, they do not do anything with them. Marshall (2002) expressed this
distinction in the following statement,
In the uncovering of power relations in educational institutions, activities
and practices by scholars and researchers, where do these Foucauldian
concepts of liberation, domination and freedom, as defined above, catch
onto the educational ‘world’? How can we employ them to understand our
pedagogical practices? (p. 417)
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Through this, he describes a space that exists between understanding theory and
bringing it to a practical application in the study of education. As recognised by Foucault
(1977b), “in this sense theory does not express, translate, or serve to apply practice: it is
practice” (p. 208) and, as a result, exploring his theories, concepts and methods is only
one side of the research equation. Butin (2001; 2006b) rejects the focus on disciplinary
effects that characterises much of this Foucauldian educational research and encourages
researchers to ‘put Foucault to work’ and ask “[t]o what extent are notions such as
‘genealogy’, ‘episteme’ and ‘subjectification’ useful both for theorising about and
engaging with schooling processes?” (Butin, 2006b p. 372). It is to this end that I have
positioned my own study, (as a practical application of Foucault’s concepts and
methods), not as “theory divorced from practice” but through “actually engaging with
theory as lived practice” (Butin, 2006b p. 372).
It would seem that many educational researchers have, indeed, ‘caught on’ to putting
Foucault to work in educational investigation. There exists a large volume of literature in
education that adopts a Foucauldian perspective in studies of schooling. Much of this
has taken the form of two particular means by which his work has been employed: those
who use Foucauldian ‘windows’ to explore particular aspects of schooling, and others
who employ Foucault methodologically to construct detailed studies of particular (often
localised) educational events and practices. Both are applicational, although they vary
markedly in their methods of application and their topics of study. My engagement with
this literature positions my study as crossing between these applicational approaches,
simultaneously providing a window onto a particular phenomenon in schooling
discourse (middle schooling), and presenting a detailed study of a particular change event
in one site of study (the introduction of a middle school).
Research that has utilised Foucault’s ideas to provide ‘windows’ to different themes in
education dominates much of the literature in the application of his work. These studies
have opened the field of education by exploring ‘taken for granted’ phenomena in new
and revelatory ways. They cover a range of topics, from expressions of sexuality and
gender in education (Middleton, 1998; Rasmussen, 2006) to the disruption of the
‘seamless’ development of a new high school Art curriculum (Weate, 1998, 2007).
Others have adopted a focus on inequality and exclusion in schools (Youdell, 2006),
reconnecting ‘displaced’ youth with education (Humphry, 2014), subjugation, disordered
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subjectivities and diagnosis in students (Harwood, 2001, 2003, 2006, 2011; Graham,
2006), and the impacts of gender in Mathematics education (Walshaw, 2001). There also
exists a significant volume of literature exploring areas of health, gender, care, and
governmentality in association with physical education (Wright, 1995, 2009; McCuaig,
Ohman and Wright, 2013; Leahy, 2014).
Of particular interest to me are those studies that have employed a genealogical
approach through these windows. Several studies have taken the form of historical
genealogies: those which employ Foucauldian techniques to trace the emergence of a
particular aspect in schooling over time. Both Hunter (1994) and Deacon (2006) have
employed this type genealogical strategy to conduct studies of the entity of ‘the school’
itself (a vacancy left in Foucault’s body of research), revealing the disciplinary nature of
power in the institution of education. Jones (1990) situates the ‘urban school teacher’ as
a historically constituted entity, while Meadmore and Symes (1996) and Dussel (2004)
trace the regulating effects of school uniforms on student populations through the
historical tracing of emergences and contingency in this practice over time. Wright
(1996) conducts a feminist ‘mapping’ to contest the dominance of masculine discourses
in sport and physical education, while McCuaig (2008) explores a genealogy of ‘care’ in
physical education and McCuaig and Tinning (2010), the ‘moral education’ discourses in
the subject area of Health and Physical Education. Tamboukou (2003) explores the place
of women in the history of education through the use of genealogy to trace
autobiographical narratives, Ball (2013) examines the development of education policy as
“a set of relations among games of truth and practices of power” (p. 44), Zembylas
(2005, 2010) constructs genealogies of ‘emotions’ in teaching and reform, and Brown
and Weate (2002) examine the history of changes in the New South Wales Visual Arts
curriculum. These studies have provided useful tactical strategies for my own analysis,
and provide examples of the employment of this type of approach for educational
studies.
‘Localised’ genealogical studies in education include that by Middleton (1998), who
utilises a Foucauldian theoretical perspective in her study of sexuality and regulation in
New Zealand schooling. She identifies the ‘conditions of possibility’ of certain ‘truths’
and practices in schools, and the ‘relations of power’ that position both teachers and
students within certain social and cultural norms. In order to “support [her] own minute
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investigations” (p. 115) of the historical, political and sociological location of practices of
the disciplining of bodies in school settings, she also makes use of extensive narrative
and interview data, which she terms “educational life-histories” (p. xviii), as a mode of
genealogical investigation. It is her description of this ‘minute’ approach that her work
has provided me with particular techniques of investigation in my own work. Hill (2009)
also makes use of Foucauldian genealogy in the study of particular assessment practices,
again in New Zealand. In addition, she overlays genealogy with elements of practitioner
research, which makes her study of particular relevance to my research.
Harwood and Rasmussen (2007) utilise the genealogical ‘notions’ of discontinuity,
contingency and emergence to examine the ways in which discourses of sexuality and
conduct disorder conflate to constitute particular identities for certain groups of young
people. They construct what Foucault terms a ‘history of the present’ to identify the
ways in which these things are presented as ‘truth’ and to “demonstrably unsettle this
alleged ‘truthfulness’” (p. 34). Although this study does not include the same degree of
micro analysis of a specific situation as my research, it is through the ‘unsettling’ of
apparently seamless versions of truth, and the recognition of the ways in which
contingency and chance determines these ‘historical’ occurrences, that their work
provides useful strategies for my analysis. They state, “In performing this ‘history of the
present’ the genealogist strives to create a jagged and discontinuous ‘history of the
present’, a construction that is the opposite of a smooth and continuous history” (p. 35).
In a similar way, my study disrupts the linear progression of the term ‘implementation’ to
reveal an inconsistent and unpredictable enactment of ‘emergence’.

Foucault	
  and	
  Educational	
  Leadership	
  
The application of Foucault in the field of educational leadership is still a relatively lessexamined area in the educational literature. Some recent literature, however, draws
attention to the means by which Foucault can be employed for the study of leaders in
education (Niesche, 2011, 2013; Thomson, 2011; Gillies, 2013; Thomson, Hall and
Jones, 2013; Freie and Eppley, 2014; Niesche and Gowlett, 2015). This handful of
researchers and scholars have refreshingly drawn Foucault into, what Gillies (2013)
identifies as, “the stultifying nature of much of the literature around educational
leadership” (p. 114) to offer alternative, and “fruitful”, ways of viewing the forms and
practices of leadership in schools. Gillies argues that, “Given the scale of the educational
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leadership literature and the relatively small amount of questioning voices raised against
it, it seems eminently timely to bring Foucault into the lists” (p. 23). Likewise, Niesche
(2011) notes that “while the use of Foucault has been extensive in educational research
generally, there has been very little use of his work specifically in the field of educational
leadership” (p. 3). He proposes, however, that Foucault can be “valuable for providing
fresh insights” in the work and subjectivities of school leaders. He states, “Foucault’s
work is important for providing an alternative way of understanding principals’ work
through examining educational leadership from the level of the principals’ practices
themselves in specific, local contexts” (p. 3).
In a similar way, Gillies (2013) also highlights the value of a Foucauldian approach to the
study of leadership practices at the level of the “lived experience”, although he proposes
a larger context for the study of these leaders, recommending a “range of participants ...
rather than simply leaders speaking about themselves and their work” (p. 114). He
promotes the value of employing Foucault in situations “where qualitative research
generates text” (p. 114), to the specific study of artefacts produced and collated through
the course of an investigation. He contends that,
Given its discursive focus, Foucauldian theory is most amenable to textual
analysis. Thus, the documentation - the archive - associated with educational
leadership offers numerous opportunities for a Foucauldian analysis to be
undertaken. This can range from policy documents to manuals, and from
academic articles to empirical data. (p. 113)

However, he notes that Foucault’s usefulness is open to more than simply the study of
textual artefacts. He warns the reader “not to limit an understanding of discourse
analysis to text alone” as “much else within social practice is generated and dependent
upon discursive construction” (p. 114). He explains that “Foucault’s work also reveals
how the discourse shapes a whole range of subjects, objects and practices which are not
textual but real and concrete” (p. 114), such as in the case of the introduction of middle
schooling at SEC. In this way, Gillies positions the use of Foucault in the critical study
of educational leadership as a strategy that could be ‘useful’, ‘fruitful’ and ‘enlightening’,
as his work provides the researcher with the “tools to explore, uncover and reveal” (p.
115) at the level of both artefact and practice. Thomson, Hall and Jones (2013) support
this approach through their promotion of Foucault to “interrogat[e] dominant and other
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discourses” about leadership in order to “open[…] up possibilities for choice and for
differently spoken actions” (p. 168)
It is within these recommendations (of both Niesche and Gillies) that I position my own
study: as the specific, the local and the lived experience of the real and concrete subjects,
objects and practices of change leadership at SEC.
A small number of these researchers in the field have adopted a more applicational
approach in drawing upon Foucault to study specific phenomena in the leadership
domain. Of particular note are four studies that directly utilise aspects of Foucauldian
theories, concepts or methods to explore the leadership practices evident in particular
sites of study (Meadmore, Limerick, Thomas and Lucas, 1995; Niesche, 2011; Thomson,
Hall and Jones, 2013; Freie and Eppley, 2014). Two of these studies (Meadmore et al.,
1995 and Thomson, Hall and Jones, 2013), also adopt a focus on Foucault’s notion of
discourse as a means to examine the enactment of particular leadership directives and
policies. However, both are more broadly focused on ‘bigger’ issues, such as ‘devolution’
of management in schools and the promotion of a self-reflective and ‘discourse aware’
leadership. Specific cases are employed by Meadmore et al. to provide evidence for the
researchers’ position, rather than forming the basis of the Foucauldian deconstruction
itself. While Thomson, Hall and Jones argue convincingly for the application of Foucault
in understanding change leadership, their focus is more on the ‘why’ of this process
rather than the ‘how’ that I have addressed. In addition, their exploration of the
disruption of dominant discourses occurs across a number of school sites, rather than
the singularly localised approach of my study. The research undertaken by Niesche
(2011) and Freie and Eppley (2014), on the other hand, takes the tactics of genealogy
and utilises these to conduct a history of the present in two different, yet specific and
local, leadership contexts. It is these last two studies which are of greatest relevance for
both my area of research and analytical methodology.
Through his ethnographic study of two school principals, Niesche (2011) utilises
genealogical tactics to explore the leadership practices and decisions enacted in the lived
experience of school leadership. In order to position the need for “examinations that
provide necessary illumination into the difficulties faced by school leaders”, he draws
attention to the “normative assumptions underlying many ... traditional approaches to
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leadership [research ... which] largely ignore the complex and messy reality of the day-today-work of school leaders” (p. 2). He proposes the use of Foucault, particularly his
notion of genealogy, as providing strategies to more thoroughly examine “educational
leadership from the level of the principals’ practices themselves in specific, local
contexts” (p. 3). Niesche also draws upon the Foucauldian concepts of disciplinary
power, governmentality and ethics to provide different directions and richer
theorisations for his analysis. He offers an alternative to much of the research in
educational leadership, by focusing on the micro experiences and practices of these two
principals, the power relations and subjectivities, and the “cracks and spaces” (p. 3)
within which they enact their role as leaders in specific school settings. He draws
substantially on interview and observational data, as well as an analysis of key
documents, to ‘make visible’ the local and specific knowledges and practices in
operation, those that would, according to more traditional modes of investigation and
conceptions of leadership, be deemed ‘too unscientific’ to be important.
In many ways, Niesche’s study has particular relevance to my own. His study is one of
the few that explore the detailed specifics of local situations from a Foucauldian
perspective, and in this way, has much in common with my research. However, although
he had previously worked at one of the schools, and spent a great deal of time at both
sites during the ethnographic phase of his research, he was not a current employee and
subsequently operated from the position of external investigator. In addition, his focus
was on the ways in which these two principals negotiated governmental and other
accountabilities in the daily operational realities of their roles. He did not study the
enactment of a particular change process (although his two participants were dealing
with the effects of recent ‘top-down’ reforms toward self-governance), nor did he focus
in a direct way on others in the school contexts. Rather, his is primarily a study of the
role of the principal and the ways in which they are embedded in a network of
surveillance, normalisation and governmental controls that constitute their subjectivity
and control their practices in their local contexts. He notes that highlighting these
normative frameworks enables them to be contested and repositioned as “complex and
constantly shifting in ways that are not captured by the constraining views of principals’
work represented through traditional leadership and managerialist discourses” (p. 104).
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Niesche (2011) challenges “others to use Foucault’s work rather than continue to rehash
existing leadership models” (p. 138) and Freie and Eppley (2014) take him up on this
challenge. Their study explores the leadership and ‘situatedness’ of a change process in a
rural school in the United States, utilising the work of Foucault to “challenge the
normalisation of the principal’s role and to examine the complex power relations” (p.
652) in this specific context. In particular, they problematise the notion of the ‘best
practice’ literature that dominates a great deal of the educational leadership field which
they describe as “suspect, temporary and negotiable” (p. 656). They propose instead that
‘best practices’, in fact, can only be situationally apprehended and that what is applicable
in one setting may hold no relevance for another. Through their investigation of one site
in a particular process of change, Freie and Eppley provide an alternative account of the
normalised and homogenised accounts of leadership in education. They embed a
theoretical approach within the analysis of schooling practices, interactions and
subjectivities to recognise the power relations at play in the school and the rural
community it serves. They draw upon interview data from a variety of participants,
including the principal, teachers and community members, although they note that “[t]he
principal is clearly central to the study, but we locate him as one actor in a web of power
relations circulating in one rural school” (p. 654) [my emphasis]. It is in this way that their
study highlights the “complex working of ... [school] relationships, particularly as power
and resistance are exercised” (p. 653) and, of all the literature examined for this thesis,
holds the most common ground with my own research and approach.

1.2: Positioning the Researcher
Insider Research and the Space Between
School-based research is often undertaken from the position of the external, academic
fieldworker. Studies by university academics overwhelmingly comprise the volume of
‘serious’ research about curriculum, pedagogy, teachers and other practices in schools.
Alternatively, research that is conducted by teacher-practitioners mostly takes the form
of localised ‘reflexive inquiry’ with the goal of effecting change or improving school
practices for the benefit of students. This is variously referred to as ‘action’ research or
‘practitioner’ research and has a substantial presence in both professional and academic
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literature (Campbell, 2013; Elliott, 2011; Ellis, 2012; Groundwater-Smith and Mockler,
2007; McWilliam, 2004). A related notion, that of the ‘insider’ researcher (Costley, 2010;
Mercer, 2007; Smetherham, 1978; Unluer, 2012; Westberry, 2011), is of relevance to this
study and I will further describe my positioning as ‘insider’ in the discussion to follow. I
also explain how I have undertaken this research from the position of both insider and
outsider and how this thesis is not an example of action-research, although it was
undertaken by a teacher-practitioner. Whilst I was an insider to the study and I am a
teacher-practitioner, I was not a practitioner researcher, and the literature around insider
research helps me examine more effectively the issues involved in my relationship to the
site and participants in my study.
McWilliam (2004) points out that practitioner research has come to occupy an increasing
place in educational scholarship. She defines it as “local inquiry, industry-focused
research, action learning, problem-based inquiry, and so on – but its predominant and
most recognisable form is that of action research” (p. 113). Similarly, Ellis (2012)
correlates practitioner research with action research, which he describes as “research …
designed to locate the research process in the hands of the practitioner and is conducted
in the field in real life situations, as opposed to being conducted by an academic or
outsider who may be somewhat removed from the situation” (p. 47). An associated
notion in practitioner research is that of the ‘insider’ researcher, who is defined as “an
individual who possesses intimate knowledge of the community and its members due to
previous and ongoing association with that community and its members” (Labaree, 2002
p. 100 in Westberry, 2011 p. 1287). I have chosen to use the term ‘practitioner
researcher’ to describe the researcher who is engaged in action research for the purposes
of “curriculum development, professional development, school improvement schemes,
and so on” (Campbell, 2013 p. 2) in their own school setting and ‘insider researcher’ to
describe the position of an investigator who is internal to the site or holds common
characteristics with the research participants.
Research conducted by practitioners has the potential to be more situationally relevant
for other practitioners, especially as these studies often describe the practicalities and
outcomes of improvement processes, which can be readily compared to different school
settings. In support of its validity, Groundwater-Smith and Mockler (2007) present the
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knowledge that emerges from current studies by practitioners as relevant and complex
and holding equal credibility against academic research,
[W]hat counts as professional knowledge is a much more interesting and
complex matter than in times gone by, when it was seen that it was the role
of academia and dedicated Government agencies to develop such
knowledge and communicate it to the cognate profession. (p. 200)

In other words, this research is becoming more relevant in the educational field in
contemporary times, and this moves somewhat toward breaking down the view that the
only valid research is that which is counted as serious’ research by academic researchers.
Breen (2007) draws attention to what she labels as the ‘insider/outsider dichotomy’.
Being an insider to the research affords many advantages for the researcher, particularly
in terms of situatedness, access and involvement (Costley, 2010; Unluer, 2012). In my
own research, as an employee of the school for over nine years at the time of the study
and a key player in the area under investigation (the implementation of a middle school),
I had considerable access to both the site and participants, as well as to the substantial
volume of data that was generated in relation to the changes being studied. Through my
direct involvement, I was centrally positioned for this access, I had a greater sense of the
‘bigger picture’ of the initiative and where it was heading, and I had almost daily contact
with the research material. Breen (2007) supports my observation of this situation, as she
outlines “three key advantages of being an insider to the research domain: a superior
understanding of the group’s culture; the ability to interact naturally with the group and
its members; and a previously established, and therefore greater, relational intimacy with
the group” (p. 163). As a “complete member researcher” (Corbin Dwyer and Buckle,
2009 p. 55), I was in ‘deep’, a notion I will return to shortly.
However, having insider status also created its own challenges, and for every advantage
there was a disadvantage to be navigated. Due to my familiarity and proximity to the
research site, it was sometimes difficult to find evidence for things I just ‘knew’ about
SEC and its history. I needed to be more critically observant of the everyday practices
and events that could seem part of the background ‘noise’ of working in a school
context. My relationships with participants meant that I was constantly aware of
influencing responses and my desire to ‘fill in the gaps’ when participants did not say
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what I ‘knew’ they meant. As I was able to collect all data that came into my hands, from
memos to reports to discussion papers to draft curriculum materials, I ended up with a
large volume of material to sift through and determine patterns and relations amongst
them. Much of it was irrelevant or of no value to the study, and this became a very time
consuming process. In addition, I also had access to material that was confidential and
not for public distribution, and I needed to be vigilant to ensure that this data, whilst
potentially useful to my study, was kept aside. My particular role in the initiative, as one
of investigators of middle schooling at SEC, meant that often, I was too close to the
events as they occurred and needed distance and reflection via my research journal to
separate my own role from that of other participants. Accordingly, I also had challenges
with how to represent myself in writing up my research. Finally, as a leader of the
committee and later the middle school itself, I became increasingly aware of the
deployment of power in my position (whether intentionally or not) to influence
particular participant involvement in my research through a sense of obligation and the
imbalance of status. However, in the words of Corbin Dwyer and Buckle (2009), “I do
not think being an insider makes me a better or worse researcher; it just makes me a
different type of researcher” (p. 56).
As a result, whilst I was an insider to the study, I was not a complete insider due to my
‘outsider’ position as researcher. I observed events with a critical eye and I was able to
mentally distance myself at times in my attempt to commit certain dialogue or details to
memory to record in my journal at a later time. Smetherham (1978) explains this sense of
distance in an article written almost four decades ago about his positioning ‘on the
inside’ of his own research project. He observed that “the very activity of ‘doing
research’ separate[d] him from the thoughts and interests of those co-habiting the
observed social world” (p. 98) and described how, on later assessment of his field notes,
he noticed a pattern of distance that “revealed examples of various encounters that
might well have affected a total participant in a way that they had not affected the
‘observer’ of that encounter” (p. 100). His description of these events reflects a similar
sense that I had during particular encounters, where “[t]he researcher identity had been
too busy deriving data from the incident, .... making notes, ... observing... in a way that
the total participant would not have found possible” (p. 100). However, whilst this
‘outsider’ positioning meant that I was able to perhaps more impartially experience
certain situations, it did not prevent me from being fully engaged in my role in the
36

committee and later as leader of the initiative. I was involved and invested in every stage
of the process and, whilst my position as researcher may have caused me to think and
observe and collate in certain ways, in many ways it enhanced my understanding of both
the intricacies of particular relationships and events, and the initiative as a whole. In this
way, I was simultaneously inside and outside of the research.
Various researchers have attempted to define this alternative positioning of the
insider/outsider. Breen (2007) claims that “the role of the researcher is better
conceptualised on a continuum, rather than as an either/or dichotomy” (p. 170). Eppley
(2006) also draws upon the metaphor of the continuum,
Insider/outsider positions are socially constructed and entail a high level of
fluidity that further impacts a research situation. A researcher, by nature, has
to have some level of “outside-ness” in order to conduct research. This does
not mean that the inside perspective is surrendered; both exist
simultaneously. There is othering in the very act of studying, a necessary
stepping back or distancing in varying degrees. There can be no interpreting
without some degree of othering. Researchers, then, can be neither Insider
nor Outsider; they are instead temporarily and precariously positioned
within a continuum. (paragraph 11)

This would suggest that the researcher position is not a fixed one, but a delicate
negotiation of insider and outsider subjectivities that requires a self-conscious
positioning of the researcher within the space of research. Corbin Dwyer and Buckle
(2009) describe this as “a third space, a space between, a space of paradox, ambiguity,
and ambivalence, as well as conjunction and disjunction” (p. 60) in which an absolute
position can only ever be relative. In effect, this space becomes a mutable location that
enables the researcher to move closer to the insider or outsider position according to the
situation. However, since an insider researcher perspective is shaped by the very act of
becoming a researcher of a particular phenomenon, practitioner researchers can no
longer “fully occupy one or the other of those positions” (p. 61). The authors
contemplate that, “[p]erhaps, as researchers we can only ever occupy the space between”
(p. 61).
This ‘space between’ can become an effective position to adopt from a research point of
view. Although this space does, indeed, create tensions for the researcher, Breen (2007)
recognises that “being ‘in the middle’ made it easier to keep questioning the research
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material, because I was not ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ of it” (p. 169). Corbin Dwyer and Buckle
(2009) argue that working along this shifting continuum provides an opportunity to
“embrace and explore the complexity and richness of the space between entrenched
perspectives” (p. 62) while Elliott (2011) also describes a ‘third space’ as one that
“provide[s] the venue for healthy uncertainty and critical questioning of practice” (p. 93).
Both the advantages and disadvantages of ‘insiderness’ (identified above) form part of
the murky waters of this space. Due to my immersion, my access to subjects, site and
data could be difficult to achieve if studied from an external perspective. Yet I also had
access to the ‘outsiderness’ of both academic/institutional grounding and theoretical
positioning. It was from within this space that both my subjectivity and analytical
opinions were formed and the space from which this thesis emerged.
Within this space there was another, less recognisable subjectivity that I drew upon in
the act of becoming a researcher at my school context that I will explain here. I did not
begin to express my interest in the middle schooling initiative with the intention of
conducting research in this particular domain. I had been a teacher at the school for
some years and quite firmly positioned myself as ‘on the inside’ of this particular context.
Drawing upon a notion used in anthropological studies, I was a ‘native’ in an intact social
setting (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007; Kahuna, 2000). Although I had undertaken
previous postgraduate study and had the hope to one day work toward a PhD, I did not
march around my school looking for a research project. It was in the coalescing of
certain individuals, circumstances and personal inclination at a particular point in time
that the concept of undertaking research emerged from events that were occurring
around me.
In order to explain this idea further, I would propose to term my position as that of a
‘sleeper’ researcher at SEC. I have drawn this term from the world of espionage and
popular culture and the notion of the ‘deep-cover agent’, not to indicate that I was
covert or surreptitious in my investigation, rather that I was ‘asleep’ to my identity as a
researcher, until certain conditions triggered an ‘awakening’, and I was activated in my
role as an insider-outsider researcher. This awakening meant that I was now no longer
simply another participant in a change initiative in an Australian school. I was also a
researcher, taking a theoretical focus (due to my deeply held affinity with the work of
Foucault) and, while I was investigating an ‘improvement’ process, it was not intended to
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be a recursive or practical study that could have any real impact on the future of the
initiative.

1.3: Positioning Foucault
Why Foucault?
McLeod (2001), in recognising the growing volume of studies in education that use a
Foucauldian perspective, identifies the question “Why Foucault now?” (p. 95) as an
important one for scholars and researchers. She labels this growth as a ‘Foucault effect’,
a phenomenon that has arisen from the ‘conditions of possibility’ in academic discourse,
and situates the use of Foucault as a changeable and readily mutable mode of
investigation and analysis according to context. Others scholars speak of ‘finding’
Foucault (Besley, 2011, 2014), ‘fabricating’ Foucault (Decaon, 2003); ‘understanding’
Foucault (Danaher, Schiroto and Webb, 2000), ‘appropriating’ Foucault (Anderson and
Grinberg, 1998), ‘retrieving’ Foucault (Butin, 2001), ‘re-evaluating’ Foucault (Caldwell,
2007) or simply ‘working with’ Foucault (Walshaw, 2007). The common thread,
however, is that all of these are somehow geared toward the purpose of ‘using’ Foucault
(Kendall and Wickham, 1999) to “provide tools for analysis that have inspired historical,
sociological and philosophical approaches that cover a bewildering array of topics”
(Peters and Besley, 2007 p. 10). This would no doubt be a fitting state for Foucault to
contemplate, as he stated, “I don’t write for an audience, I write for users, not readers”
(Foucault, 1974 in O’Farrell, 2005 p. 50). But why? Why is it that, thirty years after his
death, his work represents a growing choice of methodology in a vast array of fields,
particularly education?
Peters and Besley (2007) return to the question of ‘why?’ as the title of their edited
volume, Why Foucault? New Directions in Educational Research, provocatively asking, “Is the
Foucault we read today institutionally castrated, old and toothless?” (p. 1). Through this,
they create an intentionally polarising metaphor to stimulate further dialogue on the
issue, and frame the papers presented in the rest of their anthology. In response to their
own questions, they state that, “Why ‘we’ read Foucault today is different from why ‘we’
read him twenty years ago” (p. 1) and that, in current educational contexts, “we must
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revisit most of [his] important questions to do with power, knowledge, subjectivity and
freedom in education” (p. 10). In a recent publication, Ball (2013) promotes the
contemporary relevance of Foucault, claiming that his work “continues to provide a set
of effective tools for intervening within contemporary discourses of power” (p. 4).
Foucault also ‘disconcerts’, challenging those who would make him ‘of use’ to “think in
new spaces and to consider new possibilities for thought” (p. 5). As Ball (2013) explains,
Foucault’s texts “include an invitation to participate in the thinking about a problem, to
engage in the co-production of ideas. He leaves open points of entry for the reader to
bring meaning to bear” (p. 12). It is these qualities in Foucault’s written and spoken
scholarship that offer a great deal for the contemporary, education researcher. His are
not necessarily theories to be applied, but those that can be taken for a walk, alongside a
problem, providing a sounding board for new ideas and notions, to create new spaces
between the existing edifices of knowledge.
It is through this study that I have chosen to ‘take Foucault for a walk’, to ask for his
assistance in helping me to explore the complexities and minutiae of discourse, truth,
power and the subject at play in the implementation of middle schooling at SEC. I have
employed particular theories, concepts and methodological tools as a guiding framework
for my collection of data, my mode of analysis, and in the ‘writing up and writing down’
of my research (McWilliam, 2003). Later, in the body of this thesis, I will explicate
relevant Foucauldian notions as they are situationally appropriate. It is in this section that
I explain my choice of Foucault for my research and my use of two particular ideas,
archaeology and genealogy, and the ways in which I have meshed them together and
used particular notions inherent to each in order to frame a simultaneously cohesive and
fragmented approach to my research.
In order to explain my own use of Foucault, I will begin with a narrative.
I was first introduced to the work of Foucault in the final year of my undergraduate
degree. The course I was taking was called Theory of Knowing and my lecturer was a
scholar with substantial interest in the work of Foucault. He led us through the history
of human thought and, while my interest was certainly sparked, especially as a fairly
naive 21-year-old and first generation tertiary student, I had previously had little
exposure to this kind of philosophical thinking. However, it was when we reached the
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work of Foucault that I almost literally felt that I had crossed a new threshold and my
thinking about the world, people and words was forever changed. We only studied The
Archaeology of Knowledge in any depth, but I was hooked, and slightly in love. No way of
thinking had opened my perceptions in that way before and I felt a strong affinity with
Foucault’s theories as they were presented to us, in particular the conditions of
possibility and the surfaces of emergence (which will be explained further in this thesis).
As I continued my postgraduate study, I took another course with this professor who,
for one particular assignment (that became my own, personal threshold of knowing),
presented us with what seemed like a ream of paper but was, in fact, an archive of data
that he had collated on a particular issue that was current in educational dialogue and the
media at the time. The task was to archaeologically sift through this material and
construct a concrete genealogy to represent the threads of argument and discourse
contained in the archive. I spent many hours with this material, photocopying, colour
coding and cutting and pasting to construct a large ream of my own that painstakingly
presented my ideas, hunches and threads. Other assignments that followed required us
to analyse the material we had deconstructed/reconstructed and explain our
methodological choices. It was through these later tasks that I came to understand the
value of Foucault in breaking apart the seemingly opaque and linear processes of change.
Although I had no immediate sense that I would pursue this line of scholarship later in
my own academic career, it is without any doubt that I point to this course of study and
these tasks as the surfaces of emergence which provided conditions of possibility for the
use of Foucault as a theoretical framework in this current research.
‘Using’ Foucault for this study has enabled me to do particular things that might not
have been readily achieved with alternative perspectives. Reading his work, and that of
others who have also ‘used’ his work, has provided me with the theoretical,
methodological and analytical resources to examine a particular ‘historical’ occurrence,
the implementation of middle schooling at SEC. By adopting Foucauldian concepts and
tools to examine this occurrence, I have opened this seemingly closed and self-evident
set of practices to deconstructive analysis and interpretation. This framework of critique
has allowed me to examine a particular, seemingly finite series of events as fragmented
and containing multiple threads, relations and subjectivities. In this way, a Foucauldian
approach has provided a “schema for studying change” (Besley, 2011 p. 35) that has
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functioned in two ways. First, by unsettling seamless notions of continuity, and
“insistently making plain instead all the intensity of difference, establishing a painstaking
record of deviation” and second, by rejecting singular causes of change and “turning
instead to define as carefully as possible the transformation which, I do not say
provoked, but constituted change (Foucault, 1991a p. 56). Besley (2011) summarises this
‘schema’ in the following way,
1. Changes within a given discursive formation, include[ing] that of:
deduction or implication, generalisation, limitation, by shift between
complementary objectives, by passing to the other term of a pair, through
permutation of dependencies, exclusion or inclusion. (Foucault’s model
from which he draws his examples is that of general grammar).
2. Changes which affect discursive formations themselves, including: the
displacement of boundaries, new subject speaking positions, new modes of
object-language functioning, and new forms of localisation and circulation
of discourse.
3. Changes which simultaneously affect several discursive formations,
including: the inversions of hierarchies, change in the nature of the directing
principle, and functional displacements. (p. 35)

Throughout the course of this study, I have examined different change processes that
could be defined in each of these ways, in particular those at the threshold of discursive
formation.
One of the challenges with researching in my own workplace has been the question of
objectivity and distance. While it is not possible to achieve absolute distance, or become
a ‘complete outsider’, Foucauldian methods have enabled me to construct a conceptual
distancing from my data through careful attention to the surface story that is revealed.
Genealogy, in particular, can be used by “researchers to create the sort of ‘disinterested’
epistemological conditions under which they might be able to surprise themselves in a
landscape of practice with which many are very familiar indeed” (McWilliam, 2004 p.
122). In other words, the distancing effect of genealogy (used in collaboration with
particular archaeological tools) can assist me in dealing with my proximity to the site,
subjects and data. The self-conscious “move to render this landscape unfamiliar” (p.
122) has meant that I have been able to position myself as both insider and outsider to
the research, and find patterns in relations of power and observe particular events and
interactions with an outsider’s eye.
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In my early introduction to Foucault and archaeology/genealogy, it became clear to me
that the patient accumulation of vast quantities of data and other material was a
necessary component of this mode of investigation. The archive that we were given for
the task described above contained pages of notes, memos, transcripts, curriculum
documents, media articles and other materials that provided evidence for the existence
of this discursive formation. Through this material, I could discern certain ‘voices’ (who
is speaking?), thresholds of transformation, other discourses, threads of emergence and
evidence of dialogic and conceptual ‘conversations’, in which ideas and
individuals/institutions communed amongst themselves and one another in support or
rejection of the ideas that were presented. In collating material for this current study, I
unconsciously drew upon my experiences in that course, driven by a certain desire that
told me I needed to collect everything in order to construct an ‘accurate’ picture. As I have
come to understand Foucault in greater depth, I am now slightly amused at my naive
idea that there was an ‘accurate’ picture to be found. However, the use of Foucault to
archaeologically and genealogically assess this data has provided the tools to meticulously
sift through the detritus of change and come to, if not an accurate picture (as surely there
is not ‘one’), then a detailed analysis of the complexity and ‘messiness’ of this particular
change event.

Archaeology and Genealogy
Archaeology and genealogy provide the fundamental analytical structures for this thesis.
Although other tools and concepts will be employed in the body of my analysis, I draw
upon archaeology and genealogy to simultaneously frame and direct my research. I have
used two primary texts by Foucault to inform my understanding and use of these as
methodological strategies, The Archaeology of Knowledge (including the Discourse on Language)
(1972) and Nietzche, Genealogy, History (1984a). Although Foucault (1991b) himself
describes neither as a ‘method’ to be adopted in its entirety, he offers a useful set of
tools to examine particular ‘regimes of practices’ (p. 75). As he says when describing his
work,
I wouldn’t want what I may have said or written to be seen as laying any
claims to totality ... What I say ought to be taken as ‘propositions’, ‘game
openings’ where those who may be interested are invited to join in; they are
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not meant as dogmatic assertions that have to be taken or left en bloc. (pp.
73-74)

In this vein, I have accepted his invitation to ‘join in’ and have utilised certain
‘propositions’ in my investigation into the development of a middle school at SEC.
Tenets of both archaeology and genealogy are ‘enmeshed’ to inform my collection of
data, my process of ‘sifting’, my conceptual analysis and my (re)assembling of the data:
this has become my method. These two approaches are often taken by scholars to
represent two very different things and two different phases of Foucault’s work.
However, I believe them to be ultimately related and inherently useful when elements of
each are applied together. First, I will outline each of these as separate concepts, then I
will explain the ways in which I have combined particular tools from each as method, to
enhance my analysis as a whole.

Archaeology	
  
Archaeology, according to Foucault (1972) “designates the general theme of a
description that questions the already-said at the level of its existence: of the enunciative
function that operates within it, of the discursive formation, and the general archive
system to which it belongs” (p. 131). When taken in this way, the use of archaeology
provides a framework for the researcher to identify and examine the rules, objects,
statements, conditions and discourses of particular historical events. Digging through the
‘evidence’ and remains of an event, the investigator can “ignore no form of
discontinuity, break, threshold, or limit” (p. 31) in order to build a (ultimately
incomplete) “history of the present” (Foucault, 1995 p. 31). This is presented in contrast
to the traditional historian, whom Foucault derides for their focus on searching the past
for origins, causality and continuity (1972 p. 3). He seeks to fragment what appears
seamless, reveal discontinuity where none has been seen before, and disturb the accepted
linearity of chronology, the domains of tradition. Fuggle (2009) argues that, for Foucault,
[D]iscontinuity is designated not in terms of fixed periods, eras, styles and
categories but rather evokes the ruptures and shifts which occur whereby
certain discourses and practices operating at a certain time within a
particular society come to assume new roles and embody different truthvalues. (p. 85)
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These two notions, ‘discontinuity’ and ‘history of the present’ have subsequently become
underlying principles of investigation for my own study.
In The Archaeology of Knowledge, Foucault identifies the relationships between statements,
and their dispersion or unity, in discourse. He states,
Whenever one can describe, between a number of statements, such a system
of dispersion, whenever, between objects, types of statement, concepts, or
thematic choices, one can define a regularity (an order, correlations,
positions and functionings, transformations), we will say ... that we are
dealing with a discursive formation. (p. 38)

It is in these relations and in the spaces between, these ‘unities of discourse’, that a
broader paradigm of discourse can be said to exist. He describes four “rules of
formation” (p. 40) for discourse, which both define and constitute its existence. These
are: the formation of objects; the formation of enunciative modalities; the formation of
concepts; and the formation of strategies. Whilst all of these have been of use to me in my
apprehension of Foucault and the network of conceptual and methodological
application, it is his theorising of the formation of objects that has been particularly
fruitful for my research. As I build a large part of my thesis on tracing the discourse of
‘middle schooling’ and the discursive object of the ‘middle school’, I have taken these
notions from Foucault’s archaeological ‘tool box’ as ‘game openings’ for my research.

Genealogy	
  
In order to describe Foucault’s conception of genealogy, I would like to present three
particular quotes from different stages of his scholarship. The first of these is from The
Discourse on Language (a lecture delivered at the College de France on December 2, 1970),
and one of the first instances of Foucault’s reference to the concept. In this lecture, he
describes the genealogical aspect of analysis as frequently falling “on both sides of the
de-limitation [of discourse]” (Foucault, 1972 p. 233). He states,
The genealogical side of discourse ... deals with series of effective formation
of discourse: it attempts to grasp it in its power of affirmation, by which I
do not mean a power opposed to that of negation, but the power of
constituting domains of objects, in relation to which one can affirm or deny
true or false propositions. (p. 234)
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The second quote comes from another lecture (delivered on January 7, 1976) in which
he draws particular reference to the ‘local’ and ‘present’ aspects of the source and
application of knowledge formation. In this, he proposes the following,
Let us give the term genealogy to the union of erudite knowledge and local
memories which allows us to establish a historical knowledge of struggles
and to make use of this knowledge tactically today. (Foucault, 1980a p. 83)

The third quote comes from a particularly descriptive metaphor by Foucault (1984a), in
which he constructs a field of investigation for the historian, an acceptance of disorder,
as well as a methodological imperative for patient and meticulous documentation. In this
well-known excerpt from his essay on Nietzsche, he describe genealogy in the following
way,
Genealogy is gray, meticulous and patiently documentary. It operates on a
field of entangled and confused parchments, on documents that have been
scratched over and recopied many times. (p. 76)

Undertaking a genealogical approach, therefore, necessarily requires “a knowledge of
details, and it depends on a vast accumulation of source material ... In short, genealogy
demands relentless erudition” (pp. 76-77). Together, these three quotes go some way
toward describing Foucault’s intentions for a genealogical method. Although none are
methodologically descriptive, they form a mode of thinking for analysis that I have taken
as suggestions/tactics/technologies for my research.
Others have attempted to define Foucault’s genealogical project more closely. Ball (2013)
has said that genealogists “are fascinated by the minutiae of everyday life and the ways in
which the sinews of power are embedded in mundane practices and in social
relationships and the haphazard and contingent nature of practices” (p. 6). Bevir (1999a)
argues that genealogies “show how what we often think of as natural or rational is in fact
historically contingent and more or less random [and] [t]he genealogist highlights the
accidental nature of what currently exists” (p. 356). Hook and Bowman (2007) identify
the task of the genealogist, who “favours a lineage of accidents and successions”, as
“collecting layers of historical sedimentation” to demonstrate “how origins are
continually ... re-inscribed or overwritten” (p. 147), while Dreyfus and Rabinow (1982)
describe this task as opening a space, in which the intention of the genealogist is “to
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study the emergence of a battle that defines and clears a space in which the ostensible
‘object’ of analysis becomes visible” (cited in Hook and Bowman, 2007 p. 154).
Tamboukou (1999) introduces the notions of power and microanalysis through her
assertion that, “Genealogy provides a functional microanalysis of power relations,
operating on the smallest and most insignificant details. These are always local, but
impossible to be localised for good” (p. 205). Koopman (2011) offers an account of
practice and contingency and reminds us that, “Foucault used genealogy to provide
detailed accounts of how our practices have been contingently formed” (p. 5). Along
with many others, who have provided definitions of genealogy, these theorists expand
and expound Foucault’s technologies of analysis and I have drawn upon many of these
notions in the assembling of my data and in the construction of my arguments.
In this study, I have taken these directives by Foucault, and others who have made use
of his work, as key methodological principles, which have become recognisable features
of my research. Genealogy has provided me with particular tools to sift through and
analyse the “vast quantity of source material” (Foucault, 1984a) collected through my
research: the detritus of change. I have cleared a space for the objects of my study to
become visible, through the study of a local and everyday context. I have studied, with
dedicated patience and microanalytical precision, the layers, the details, the insignificant
events and the accidents of history in the initiative of middle schooling at SEC.
Contingency has determined the emergence and trajectory of objects and relations of
power have produced new objects, new discourses and new subjectivities. As a
genealogist (of the Foucauldian persuasion), I have disassembled the layers, revisited the
progression, tactically applied new knowledges and interrogated the motivations,
relations and contingencies as they occurred. It is through this employment of genealogy
that accepted motivations, events, objects and discourses have been shown to be
variable, shifting, mutable and, ultimately, enacted in this particular way at this particular
time.

‘Enmeshing’:	
  drawing	
  on	
  archaeology	
  and	
  genealogy	
  together	
  
Where archaeology asks, ‘how is it that ...?’ and ‘what rules enabled ...?’ and ‘what
structures authorised ...?’, genealogy questions, ‘what relations produced ...? and ‘what
were the effects of ...?’ and ‘how was power deployed to ...?’. In other words,
archaeology provides the macro framework within which to employ the micro-analysis
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of genealogy. To employ one without the other is, of course, possible, although a much
richer analysis is enabled through combining elements from them both. Foucault (2003)
himself elaborated on the connection between them as methodological tactics,
To put it in a nutshell: Archaeology is the method specific to the analysis of
local discursivities, and genealogy is the tactic which, once it has described
these local discursivities, brings into play the desubjugated knowledges that
have been released from them. That just about sums up the overall project.
(pp. 10-11)

According to this explanation, the deployment of genealogy cannot adequately progress
without a foundation of archaeological method. By identifying the ‘local discursivities’
through archaeology, that which was hidden can be ‘released’ through genealogy.
O’Farrell (2005) provides a useful explanation of the complementary nature of
archaeology and genealogy applied to the conditions and constraints of knowledge. She
claims that “in both instances, Foucault is dealing with the same level, he has simply
changed his emphasis and way of viewing it” (p. 69). This finds evidence in Foucault’s
(1972) own description of the difference, which is “not one of object or field, but of
point of attack, perspective and delimitation” (p. 234). O’Farrell furthers this assertion in
the following excerpt,
‘[A]rchaeology’ examines the ‘conditions of possibility’ underlying the
emergence of various systems of knowledge ... and of the ways in which
these systems of knowledge create the grounds for producing statements
recognised to be valid. Genealogy, on the other hand, examines the
constraints, the ‘regimes of truth’ that underlie the historically variable
divisions between the true and the false in knowledge and culture”. (p. 72)

Koopman (2008) has examined the shift in the primary mode of analysis from
archaeology to genealogy in the work of Foucault. He summarises their differences (and
inherent connections) in the following way:
If the object of archaeology was to present the particular series of truths
which functioned to sustain any particular historically discrete form of
knowledge or power, then the object of genealogy would be to present the
way in which these series of truths were produced, sustained, and revised
over the course of a particular historical period. (p. 362)
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Both O’Farrell and Koopman position these methods in relation to ‘truth’, and the
means by which firstly, certain ‘truths’ can be considered valid and meaningful at
particular times, and secondly, the ways that that these truths are sustained and modified
over time. It is in a similar way that I have examined the ‘truth’ of middle schooling at
SEC.
I have drawn upon elements of both archaeology and genealogy to construct an
‘enmeshed’ methodology for my study. Useful concepts from each have been applied to
different aspects of the collection and analysis of my data and, together, they have
provided a richer account of the ‘event on event’ (to borrow Foucault’s term of ‘action
on action’) that constituted the development of middle schooling at SEC. As a series of
‘slices’ through each of these events, archaeology has enabled me to examine the
conditions in place, the objects that emerged at different times, and the authorities that
circumscribed these objects in this context. Genealogy, on the other hand, enabled an
exploration of developments over time, the relations of power, the shifting subjectivities
and the contingencies that influenced, in accidental and transient ways, the ‘network of
words and sentences’ that became the Middle School. Together, the use of both
archaeology and genealogy has allowed me to ask certain questions in my research.
Archaeology leads me to ask: How did the various factors at play coalesce to enable the
emergence of middle schooling in this context at this time? Genealogy, in support of this
question, asks: What relations of power, subjectivities and contingencies shaped the
emergent object and discourse over time?
The section to follow will now draw upon these methodological tenets to examine the
emergence of the middle schooling movement in the United States and trace its
development and disruption until it reaches Australia and the threshold of emergence at
SEC. Following this, in Section 2, they will then inform the constitution of the narrative
of middle schooling as it is ‘implemented’ at SEC, and as the methodological and
analytical foundation for the remainder of the thesis.
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1.4: Positioning the Middle School
Thresholds and Emergences
Developments in educational pedagogy and child and adolescent psychology over time
have operated as another positioning factor for the eventual changes that were to take
place at SEC. These two fields intersected at particular historical points to create a space
from which middle schooling could emerge. It is not my intention here to conduct a
detailed historical investigation of these factors; others have done this effectively before
me (see Cuban, 1992; Clark and Clark, 1994; Barrett, 1998; Anfara et al. 2005; Prosser,
2006; Mertens et al., 2007; Main, 2007; Lounsbury, 1996, 2009; Pendergast, 2010).
Rather, it is to position the developments of middle schooling as conditions of
possibility for the developments that were to occur at SEC. The section to follow will
trace the key historical developments that led to the introduction of the middle school
concept in Australian contexts, beginning with the earliest emergence of foundational
ideas in the United States of America. These became conditions for the identification of
a different form of education for students in what later became known as ‘the middle
years’.
Three Foucauldian concepts are of use here: the authorities of delimitation, the surface
of emergence, and the theory of thresholds. As related notions that Foucault (1972)
introduces in The Archaeology of Knowledge, the surface of emergence and the authorities of
delimitation can be used to examine the relationship between the emergence of middle
schooling and middle schools from particular institutional sites in the United States of
America, and the authorities that enacted the power to describe, constrain and delimit
them. Foucault’s schematic of ‘thresholds’ (1972 pp. 186-7), in which he specifies four
transitions which a discourse must pass through to reach a stage of formalisation, can
also be applied to this brief genealogy of middle schooling. Foucault describes the first
stage as the threshold of positivity, in which particular historical conditions and practices
enable an idea to be initially thought about, as “the first step into discourse” (Fendler,
2010 p. 190). The threshold of epistemologisation is the second transition of discursive
formation, in which “a group of statements is articulated ... as a model, a critique, or a
verification” (Foucault, 1972 pp. 186-7). More simply described, it is reached when “it
becomes possible to talk about something with others” (Fendler, 2010 p. 190) and it is
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possible to begin putting associated practices in to effect. The third threshold is the
threshold of scientificty, which occurs when the discourse can be subject to certain
‘formal’ rules and criteria, have practical existence, and have “enough substance that we
can start arguing about it” (Fendler, 2010 p. 190). The final transition is the threshold of
fomalisation in which the discourse endures, and reaches a stage where it defines its own
terms, enables its own modifications and its existence becomes “so widely accepted that
it is taken for granted” (Fendler, 2010 p. 191).
The surface of emergence describes the site from which objects first arise as new
ideas/notions in the discursive field. These could emanate from within social, political,
economic or religious institutions and could range from the smallest statement to the
grandest publication. Foucault (1972) states that these surfaces “are not the same for
different societies, at different periods, and in different forms of discourse” and
subsequently come to function as “fields of initial differentiation, in the distances, the
discontinuities, and the thresholds that appear within [discourse]” (p. 41). However, it is
not possible for just anything to become a new object of discourse. It must be subject to
the weight and ‘backing’ of authorities of delimitation, which are those institutions or
individuals that have “an authority recognised by public opinion, the law, [or]
government” and become, in a particular discursive field, “the major authority in society
that delimit[s], designate[s], name[s], and establishe[s]”(p. 42) the conditions of a new
object. The object is also supported by “a complex group of relations” (p. 45) with other
objects that came before, those that arise at similar times, and those that will now
become possible as a result of its emergence. Further, when two or more authorities
intersect in support of particular objects, these objects are granted greater status and
‘scientificity’ and are much more likely to become new relational objects (amongst the
network of other objects) in the context from which they emerge. Two broad surfaces
are relevant to the introduction of middle schooling at SEC: the academic surface of
universities in the United States, and the institutional surface of
educational/governmental bodies in Australia.
The ideas leading to the formation of middle schooling as a pedagogical concept had
early origins in the surface of the universities of the United States in the late 19th
century. As authorities of delimitation, the universities and individuals within them
occupied powerful positions in determining changes to schooling. Notable scholars,
51

such as Charles Eliot in 1888, then president of Harvard University, advocated a shift
from ‘classical’ education to one that prepared students to enter the world beyond their
schooling years, in particular to move to the university. He claimed that many years were
‘lost’ to students in the later years of compulsory schooling (to Grade Eight at that time)
and that a more rigorous approach was needed for students in the last two years
(Marshall and Neuman, 2012 p. 2). This coincided with the release of a report by the
Committee of College Entrance Requirements (1899) that stated, “the most necessary
and far-reaching reforms in secondary education must begin in the seventh and eighth
grades of our schools” (p. 30) as “the seventh grade ... is the natural turning-point in the
pupil’s life” (p. 31). In addition to these recommendations, the fledgling field of
adolescent psychology began to hold greater credibility, particularly following the
publication in 1904 of Adolescence: Its Psychology and its Relations to Physiology, Anthropology,
Sociology, Sex, Crime, Religion, and Education by G. Stanley Hall, the first president of both
the American Psychological Association and Clark University. This text was the first to
identify ‘adolescence’ as a time of unique changes in the physical, emotional and social
needs of young people and generated a very powerful discourse in the field of
psychology. At a time of increasing academic activity for universities in America, these
two particular scholars held substantial authority amongst both their academic peers and
in the field of schooling.
Through the intersection of these two key surfaces, education and psychology, a space
was formed for a new object to emerge, that of the ‘young adolescent’, with learning
needs unique from the stages of development before and after. This became identified as
a time of transition, with the onset of puberty becoming an important marker to
determine readiness for academic rigour and different approaches to schooling. As the
years of puberty also mostly coincided with Grade Seven to Grade Nine in the United
States, these biological imperatives drew upon the backing of science as another
authority of delimitation and a ‘natural’ relationship was constituted between these two
authorities (education and psychology/science). This eventually led to the situation
where Grades Seven and Eight moved from the final years of elementary schooling to
form a three year block with Grade Nine, the ‘junior high school’, and established the
‘junior high school student’ as another new object of schooling. By 1920, many states
had a junior high school in place, separate to the ‘high school’, a development facilitated
by the building of new schools as a result of the introduction of compulsory education
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for all states in 1918 (Marshall and Neuman, 2012). With the establishment of these
schools, a new way of schooling young adolescents became possible, and this emergent
discourse reached Foucault’s first threshold of formation: positivity.
It was not until four decades later that the effectiveness of the junior high school model
came to be publicly questioned and an alternative model was proposed. In 1963 the term
‘middle school’ was advanced by Alexander at a conference at Cornell University
(Lounsbury, 2009) and, by the mid 1960s, the ‘middle years’ emerged (again from the
surface of university scholarship) as an object in the discourse of schooling. In a key
article for the influential Educational Leadership journal, Alexander and Williams (1965)
pointed out that junior high schools were, in many ways, simply replicas of the high
schools that followed them and that the particular needs of young adolescents were not
being adequately catered for in these settings. They proposed that instead of Grades
Seven to Nine, Grades Six to Eight were more reflective of the transition from
childhood and that a new type of arrangement, a ‘middle school model’, should be
designed to better address the social, emotional and educational requirements of these
young people. They advocated several key principles and specific guidelines for effective
middle schools and argued that,
A real middle school should be designed to serve the needs of older children, preadolescents,
and early adolescents. Pupils would enter the middle school at the approximate
age of ten years and would progress to the upper or high school at the
approximate age of fourteen. Today’s children in this age bracket need
freedom of movement, opportunities for independence, a voice in the
running of their own affairs, the intellectual stimulation of working with
different groups and with different teacher specialists. (p. 219)

These ideas were central to many of the characteristics of the middle school movement
that was to follow, and drew together both the structural and the pedagogical nature of
the ‘middle school concept’. Eichhorn (1966) was responsible for the first book to be
published on the topic, and espoused similar ideas to Alexander and Williams. He
highlighted the inadequacy of the junior high school models while promoting the middle
school as an alternative, describing in detail the educational and social principles of the
middle school experience as interconnected and interdependent, and related to the
particular developmental needs of what he termed ‘transescents’ (young adolescents).
Grooms (1967) continued this conversation and, in her book, emphasised the need for a
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more student-centred approach to the education of young adolescents, as well as a
different mode of training for teachers responsible for students in the middle years.
Many scholars contributed statements in the discourse and, during the second half of
that decade, professional and academic journals functioned as new surfaces of
emergence for the ‘middle school’ as object. Papers with titles such as ‘What’s
Happening in Education? What are Middle Schools?’ (Boutwell, 1965) and ‘Questions
Facing the Middle School’ (Gatsworth, 1967) were answered with calls for schools to
‘Reorganise for Breadth and Depth’ (Kremer, 1966), which in turn prompted guidelines
for ‘The How and Why of the Middle School’ (Mills, 1966) while promoting the
importance of this model as, ‘Middle School: School of the Future’ (Curtis, 1968).
However, not all responses were in favour of the proposed changes to the now longstanding model of the junior high school. When others questioned ‘Junior High or
Middle Schools? Which is the Best for the Education of Young Adolescents?’ (Vors,
1966), conclusions were reached that ranged from the hesitant ‘Middle Schools for
Elementary Youngsters? Maybe Not!’ (Baruchin, 1967) to the more emphatic rejection,
‘Middle School? No!’ (Jennings, 1967). These articles formed an academic dialogue and
debate and constructed the framework for this new approach to education. With the
authority afforded by their university affiliations, professional status, and the context of
the academic journals themselves, these authors and texts became critical turning points
in the newly emergent object of the ‘middle school’. It was at this point that the
discourse crossed Foucault’s second threshold of discursive formation, that of
epistemologisation, at which models were proposed and a language existed with which to
talk about them.
During the 1970s, a growing number of schools had become ‘middle schools’ and the
National Middle School Association (NMSA) was formed as an institutional response
from professional and academic domains, and became an authority on this mode of
education. In this decade, the debate intensified, with continuing evidence found in
academic and professional publications that not all stakeholders were convinced of the
‘middle school model’ and that there remained a great deal of variation in exactly what a
middle school should do. In a 1973 issue of Educational Leadership dedicated to the
exploration of the middle school, it is clear that opinions were still divided on the object.
This journal continued to reflect the surface of debate, with contributions by both
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academics and leaders in middle schools arguing for particular versions of possibility.
Some took the form of offering pragmatic solutions to curriculum (Tobin, 1973 pp. 2015; Georgiady and Romano, 1973 pp. 238-241), while others presented the experiences of
particular schools in establishing the structure and pedagogy of their middle schools
(Olson, 1973 pp. 206-210; George, 1973 pp. 217-220; Barnes, 1973 pp. 230-2). Criticism,
however, was directed toward: the mode of pedagogy, questioning whether “middle
schools are now the ‘in thing’ in education” (Baldwin, 1973 pp. 242); the suitability of
existing teachers for this new mode of instruction (Toepfer, 1973 pp. 211-213;
Compton, 1973 pp. 214-6); or with arguments that the structural reorganisation of the
junior high schools to become middle schools was simply for administrative convenience
rather than to address any ‘true’ educational needs of young adolescents (Gatewood pp.
221-4; DiVirgilio pp. 225-7). These topics characterised a great deal of the literature that
continued through the 1970s, especially as a larger number of American states had now
moved to a middle school model, generating increasing dialogue (and regulation) on
many surfaces. At this point, it could be said that the discourse of middle schooling had
moved through the third stage of formation, the threshold of scientificity, in which the
discourse was subject to particular regulation and definition, and had enough substance
that it could be argued about.
Over the next two decades, middle schools themselves began to function more directly
as surfaces for the enactment of curriculum objects in the discourse of middle schooling.
As a prevalent entity in the discourse of schooling in the United States, and as a greater
number of schools had now made the transition from junior high to middle schools, the
formation of rules and definitions was increasingly generated by the practical experience
of teachers in their application of the middle school concept. The National Middle
Schooling Authority, as an authority of delimitation, launched the Middle School Journal,
which published “descriptions of practice grounded in middle school literature as well as
the findings of research with implications for middle level practice” (Anfara, Andrews
and Merten, 2005 p. 287). Notably, as a surface for the emergence of practitioner
research, it operated as both a “scholarly journal and [a] news magazine” (p. 288) for
middle level education. As a widely distributed journal that included a large number of
articles written by not only academic researchers, but practitioners ‘in the field’, this text
operated as an authoritative site for debate.
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It was during the 1980s that the discourse of middle schooling could be said to have
crossed the final threshold of formalisation, in which its existence had become so
widespread that it could define its own terms and authorise its own limits. This can be
seen in the publication of two key documents, the NMSA position paper, This We Believe
(1982), and Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21 Century (1989), a report by
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the Carnegie Council of Adolescent Development. This We Believe drew upon the
authority of the NMSA to present ten “essential elements of a ‘true’ middle school” (pp.
10-15), which defined and standardised middle schooling as a validated approach for the
education of young people (Lounsbury, 1996; Mertens, Anfara and Caskey, 2007).
Turning Points brought middle schooling into the public discourse, particularly through its
association with the Carnegie Council, a long standing humanitarian institution in the
United States. This report included ‘scientific’ data to support eight recommendations to
address the educational needs of young adolescents in the middle years (pp. 36-70). Both
of these documents were built upon the earlier work of the proponents of middle
schooling. They recognised the middle school as an established educational institution,
supported by academics, practitioners and other social bodies. As statements in the
discourse, these documents reflected the formalised status of middle schooling, in which
it was able to “define the axioms necessary to it, the elements that it uses, the
propositional structures that are legitimate to it, and the transformations that it accepts”
(Foucault, 1972 p. 187).
Through the 1990s, middle schools had increased in number to the point where they
comprised over half of the schools for young adolescents in the United States (MacIver
and Ruby, 2015). Academic research continued to be generative of new objects that
became part of the discourse, such as the integrated curriculum (Beane, 1991), authentic
assessment (Wiggins, 1990, 1993) and student engagement (Newmann, 1992). A review
of the literature of the time reflects the dominant place that the discourse of middle
schooling held in professional and academic contexts and during that decade (to 2002)
over three thousand studies on middle schooling were published (Anfara, Andrews and
NMSA Research Committee, 2005 p. 2). The NMSA’s This We Believe was revised and
released as a new position paper, This We Believe: Developmentally Responsive Middle Schools,
in 1995 with six new conditions for middle schools to address. Although still subject to
critique and debate, with continuing dialogue about the best ways to ‘school in the
middle’, this model of middle schooling for the education of young adolescents had
56

begun to garner the attention of the Australian education community. The following
section will trace developments in an Australian context that led to middle schooling
emerging as a discourse of possibility at SEC.

Australia in the Middle
As the threshold of formalisation for middle schooling had been reached in the United
States, the threshold of positivity for Australian educators had already been established
through international dialogue. Isolated emergences of middle schooling principles had
been occurring in some schools throughout the country, however, it did not reach a
broader audience until 1992, when the Australian National Board of Employment,
Education and Training published The Middle Years of Schooling (Years 6-10): A Discussion
Paper. This discussion paper functioned as a surface for the emergence for thinking
about the middle years on a national scale and represented a crossing of the threshold of
epistemologisation (as a language now existed to raise ideas and explore possibilities) for
the discourse in an Australian context. This document proposed that “there is now a
need for a constructive appraisal of the middle years in the 1990s” (p. 2) as “the Council
believes that the middle years are of great significance” (p. 17), and advanced a series of
objectives for the council to address in their investigation of this issue. ‘Young
adolescents’ were presented as a discursive object, with their “own characteristic
elements and challenges”, which accordingly involved “a significant role for schools in
shaping adolescence (Cormack 1991 p. 5)” (p. 3). The authors also pointed to the United
States in direct comparison, stating that “there is a high level of interest in middle
schools” and commended “their efforts to address the special learning needs of students
seen to be at a critical stage of adolescent development” (p. 9). The influence of the 1989
Carnegie report was also evident, with direct references to the report and the similarity
of ideas indicating the authorities of delimitation represented by both the United States
as ‘experts’ in the ‘middle school concept’ and the professional, global credibility of the
Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development.
Throughout the 1992 Australian discussion paper, a series of questions about the
education of young adolescents was proposed to guide the investigations of the
committee established by the council, which forecast the adoption of new ways of
thinking about schooling in the middle years. These included questions such as, “Are
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factors influencing the interest, enthusiasm, orientation and commitment of young
adolescents impeding the development of student learning outcomes? Should the school
change its orientation to better meet the needs of these students? If so, how?” (p. 6), and
“How can more flexible strategies be adopted to provide more appropriate work
organisation and pedagogical approaches for young adolescent students?” (p. 13). This
document also delineated the distinction between the structural and pedagogical nature
of ‘the middle school concept’, and made the argument that both of these definitions
had merit for an Australian context,
Concepts worthy of further consideration in relation to the issue of
transition might be those of the middle school (i.e. with a focus on buildings
and facilities) and middle schooling (i.e. with a focus on processes of learning
and teaching). (p. 9)

This approach came to characterise later dialogue and developments in middle schooling
in Australia, and I have subsequently utilised these two definitions of middle schooling and
middle school throughout this thesis. In addition, I have also used definitions by
Chadbourne (2003), who also includes the middle years as a key term. He defines these
three terms in the following way,
•
•
•

‘middle years’ refers to the years of early adolescence;
‘middle school’ refers to a separate organisational unit (a school or sub-school)
for young adolescents; and
‘middle schooling’ refers to a particular philosophy or set of principles about
teaching, learning and curriculum for young adolescents. (p. 3)

The publication of this discussion paper triggered a number of national and state based
initiatives and investigations through the next few years, including a series of
publications from the Australian Curriculum Studies Association (ACSA). As a national
body, this organisation was an influential force in the educational research discourse of
Australia and operated as an authority with substantial power in delimiting the emerging
field of middle schooling in a local context. The ACSA publications included reports and
discussion papers (1993; 1994) about middle schooling and early adolescence, continuing
the prevailing discursive connection between these two concepts, and “formulated a
framework for developing strategies for effective learning and teaching in the middle
years” (Brennan and Sachs, 1998 p. 134). Of particular significance as a surface of
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emergence for middle schooling in Australia was the 1996 ACSA publication of a three
volume report, From Alienation to Engagement: Opportunities for Reform in the Middle Years of
Schooling, that provided empirical evidence from a national project using data from
seventeen schools about the related notions of alienation, disengagement and
adolescence. This report made clear connections between the needs of young
adolescents ‘in the middle years’ with the imperative for reform in those years. The final
volume of the report was designed to be used in professional development and training
for schools. It also formed part of a continuum of research by ACSA, with many
materials published over the following few years.
The most substantial of the ACSA projects was completed during 1996-1997 as a part of
the National Middle Schooling Project, an investigation commissioned by the
Department of Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs (DEETYA). This
study arose from the previous documents noted above and other research and papers,
and became the first to develop a clear set of principles and guidelines for middle
schooling in Australia, arguing that all stakeholders had a “collective responsibility for
the education and development of young adolescents” (Barratt, 1998 p. 1). The
recommendations were presented as a resource package (including documents, posters
and DVDs), designed for schools undertaking a journey into middle schooling (see
Cormack, Johnson, Peters and Williams, 1998). It was with the publication of this
package and the documents it contained that the discourse crossed the third threshold in
Australia, that of scientificity, where particular points of view were argued and it was
subject to particular rules and criteria that defined it. The authorities of delimitation
represented by these two organisations (ACSA and DEETYA) provided both legitimacy
to the research and the power to circumscribe the discourse and the objects it contained.
Through the direct gathering of data from thirteen schools, in addition to the seventeen
presented in From Alienation to Engagement, this study triggered new emergences from the
surfaces of schools themselves, with several sections of the documents written by
teachers from particular schools. The main focus of these sections was to explain details
about how programs were developed, what they looked like, and the results of their
implementation.
As the discourse of middle schooling was now marked with ‘scientific’ status, the objects
it contained could be presented as entities of possibility in relation to other objects in the
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discourse of schooling (such as students, assessment, learning spaces). The materials
contained in the documents were clearly presented and implementation-focused,
signalling an important push toward middle schooling on a national scale. These
documents were later drawn upon by key players at SEC in the development of the
middle school in its local context, and a summary of the findings is included here as a
foundation for the later discussion in Section 2 of the thesis. These are related to
adolescent needs and principles of middle schooling.
Needs of young Australian adolescents
•

Identity: exploring how individual and group identities are shaped by social
and cultural groups.

•

Relationships: developing productive and affirming relationships with adults
and peers in an environment that respects difference and diversity.

•

Purpose: having opportunities to negotiate learning that is useful now, as well
as in the future.

•

Empowerment: viewing the world critically and acting independently,
cooperatively and responsibly.

•

Success: having multiple opportunities to learn valued knowledge and skills
as well as the opportunity to use talents and expertise that students bring to
the learning environment.

•

Rigour: taking on realistic learning challenges in an environment
characterised by high expectations and constructive and honest feedback.

•

Safety: learning in a safe, caring and stimulating environment that addresses
issues of discrimination and harassment (e.g. racism). (p. 14)

Values underpinning middle school practices
•

learner-centred;

•

collaboratively organised;

•

outcome-based;

•

flexibly-constructed;

•

ethically-aware;

•

community-oriented;

•

adequately-resourced; and

•

strategically-linked. (p. 15)
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Pendergast et al., (2005) also provide a summary (below) that includes reference to
strategies and insights for middle schooling.
The key findings of the report refer to ‘strategies … which appear to make a significant
difference in engaging students with their learning in the middle years of schooling’.
These are:
•
integrating the curriculum;
•
authentic assessment;
•
negotiating learning outcomes; and
•
team teaching.
The project gave rise to three key insights regarding the effective development of the
strategies that meet the needs of adolescents within ‘middle schooling. These are:
•

powerful knowledge - access to up-to-date information about research and
development for those individuals and groups involved in middle schooling;

•

integrated curriculum - a more relevant and meaningful curriculum was found
to be a significant objective of those involved in middle schooling, with existing
curriculum frameworks able to assist in the reform process; and,

•

assessment – linked more closely to the curriculum through a variety of
assessment tasks, with authentic assessment a significant notion, and leading to
a renewal of curriculum. (pp. 22-23)

In addition to these summaries, Carrington (2003) also provides a summary of the
characteristics of effective middle schooling. She labels these as ‘signature practices’ of
middle schooling in Australia, practices that became closely aligned with the goals and
intentions of key players in the implementation of middle schooling at SEC. She
identifies them as follows:
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•
•
•
•
•

Incorporation of technology
Interdisciplinary teacher teaming
Creative use of space and time
Deprivatization of practice
Strong teacher-student relationships

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Home-rooms for students
Integrated curriculum
Collaborative teaching and learning
Authentic learning
Active student learning environments
Concern for social as well as academic outcomes
Authentic engagement with larger community. (p. 48)

The final years of the 1990s and early 2000s saw the discourse of middle schooling move
from an emergent idea to a national ‘movement’ in education, with an established
identity in academic, administrative, governmental and schooling contexts. It was
promoted by some sectors as a solution to many of the problems of young adolescents
in schools, and a large volume of literature was subsequently produced. Simultaneous to,
and immediately following, the ASCA research and publication of the resource package,
a number of authorities were activated to delimit possibilities, rules and criteria for the
‘middle school’ and the ‘middle school student’. Some of these took the form of:

•

state government responses (NSW Board of Studies Middle Years Literature
Review, 2000; Education Queensland New Basics Project, 1999/New Basics
Technical Paper, 2000, Queensland School Reform Longitudinal Study, 19982001 and Productive Pedagogies, 2001; Victorian Department of Education,
Employment and Training The Middle Years: A Guide for Strategic Action in
Years 5-9, 1999, Middle Years Research and Development Project, 2001 and
Literacy and Learning in the Middle Years, 2001; South Australian Department
of Education, Training and Employment Curriculum, Standards and
Accountability Framework: Middle Years Band, Years 6, 7, 8 and 9, 2000;
Western Australian Department of Educational Services Planning for Middle
Schooling in Western Australia, 1999);

•

reports commissioned by key stakeholders (Australian Education Union Middle
Schooling for the Middle Years, 2001);

•

position and policy statements (Australian Secondary Principals’ Association
[ASPA] Middle Schooling Policy, 1994);

•

national and state-based middle schooling organisations (Middle Years of
Schooling Association [MYSA]; Middle Schooling Association of Western
Australia [MSAWA]; South Australian Middle Schooling Network);

•

conferences (National Middle Years of Schooling Conference, 1999.
Department of Education, Victoria; ACACA, 2001; Leading the Learning Edge,
2002);

•

journals and texts (Australian Literacy Educators’ Association Literacy Learning:
the Middle Years; Braggett, 1997; Forte and Schurr, 1997; Boyd, 2000).
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There also came a significant response from the academic sector, either independently or
under commission (Brennan and Sachs, 1998; Carrington, 2002, 2003; Chadbourne,
2001, 2003; Cormack, 1998; Hill and Russell, 1999; Lingard et al., 2001; Luke et al., 2003;
McInerney et al., 1999; Murdoch and Hornsby, 1997; Pendergast, 2002; Russell, 2003;
Wallace et al., 2001; Whitehead, 2000, 2001, 2003). The combined result of this
increasing activity around middle schooling created the situation that more schools were
now becoming surfaces for the pockets of emergence that characterised the
development of middle schooling in Australia (including the early emergence at SEC).
Although some schools were structurally developed as independent middle schools,
more common amongst Australian schools was the adoption of middle schooling
principles in traditional school arrangements (Pendergast, 2010). This was due, in part, to
the long established two-tier system of primary and secondary schooling (Bryer and
Main, 2005), and the lack of population density and growth to necessitate the building of
new schools (especially those that would cater only to a specific and small cohort of
students). As a result, whilst the fledgling Australian version of middle schooling drew
upon the large volume of international literature and research available, it came to focus
more on the transition of middle years students from primary schools to high schools
(Pendergast, 2010) and the values, pedagogy and structures that could best support that
move. In a discussion paper prepared for Education Queensland in 2002, Carrington
observes that, “the efficacy of middle school programs does not appear to hinge on
structural change” and that “efforts to restructure pedagogic and everyday institutional
practises, more so than the creation of dedicated middle schools, have worked to assist
at risk students to make more successful progress through compulsory schooling” (p.
15). She notes,
Regardless of physical structure, the enabling conditions for effective
teaching and learning across the middle years can be related to leadership,
the establishment of a robust professional learning community, a distinctive
ethos or ‘vision’ around the education of early adolescents, flexibility in
timetabling and use of space, collaborative planning and teaching, and
integration of curriculum around learner interests and needs. (pp. 15-16)

It was in the framework of an existing, traditional high school that SEC began to
function as a new surface for the emergence of middle schooling.
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However, even as a growing field in Australia, and while SEC was only just beginning to
embark on this journey, middle schooling was under threat by the forces of resistance.
Debate and opposition had characterised its development in the United States and this
was no different in Australian contexts. Prosser (2006) notes this resistance,
As was the case in the United States, the development of middle schooling
in Australia attracted criticism. Some critics questioned if middle schooling
was a ‘fad’ and only the result of a lingering interest in left wing and
constructivist pedagogies from the 1970s (Luke et al, 2003; Chadbourne,
2001). Others critics suggest that middle schooling received far too much
attention given its limited implementation and asked if middle schooling
philosophy was thinly veiled positive discrimination for the socially
disadvantaged (Chabourne, 2001). (p. 6)

Chadbourne (2001) claimed that middle schooling practices should “apply to students of
all ages and stages and not just to students in the middle years” (p. iii), while Luke et al.
(2003) found that middle schooling in Australia was characterised by “serious
definitional limitations and unfinished business” (p. 4) with “little consistency and
coherence in approach in literacy or numeracy … [and] a lack of systematic approaches
to school-based, teacher-based or system-wide assessment” (p. 5). As argued by
Whitehead (2003) in a conference paper presented at the time of the threshold of
implementation at SEC,
Schools that fully embrace middle schooling theory and practice are
relatively uncommon, there being significant resistance to changes to
curriculum and pedagogy in particular. The separate-subject curriculum
remains hegemonic … the challenge for us as progressive educators, [is] to
incorporate academic rigour, developmental appropriateness and social
equity as interlocking and equally important concepts in our visions for
middle schooling in Australia. (pp. 11-12)

This description and injunction could be taken to describe the goals and struggles that
characterised the development of a middle school at SEC, elaborated throughout the
remainder of this thesis.
Since the early 2000s, there has been a large volume of literature and research
contributing to the field (for example, Carrington, 2006; De Jong and Chadbourne, 2007;
Dowden, 2014; Groundwater-Smith, Mitchell and Mockler, 2007; Groundwater-Smith
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and Mockler, 2015; Hudson and Hudson, 2012; Knipe and Johnstone, 2007; Main, 2006,
2009; Main and Bryer, 2007; Pendergast, 2009; Pendergast and Bahr, 2010; Pendergast
and Main, 2013; Prosser, 2006, 2008; Rowe and Dinham, 2009; Rumble, 2010; Smyth
and McInerney, 2007; Toffoli, Vidovich, O’Donoghue, 2010). The period from
2004/2005 to 2009/2010 saw an exponential expansion in government funded projects
and reports (Pendergast et al., 2005; NSW DET, 2006; Melbourne Declaration on Educational
Goals for Young Australians, 2008), the development of policies and positions (such as
Catholic Education, Archdiocese of Brisbane position paper, 2004; MYSA position
paper, 2008), and particular strategies for everything from middle school teacher
education courses (De Jong and Chadbourne, 2005; Mills et al., 2009; Hudson, 2011) and
literacy (Green, Pennell and Mackenzie, 2007; Honan, 2010), to resilience and wellbeing
for middle years students (Frydenberg, 2009; Crosswell et al., 2010). There were literally
hundreds of documents published in a number of forums during this period and it is
well beyond the scope of this thesis to do more than just touch upon them here.
This review of the literature ends at the point where the discourse has reached the
threshold of emergence at SEC. As an idea, it had touched upon its discursive surface
and created fractures and ripples of possibility in the minds of two key players at the
school. These key players had come into contact with particular texts and statements in
the discourse, attended particular conferences, been persuaded by particular advocates
and drawn together at a critical moment in time to create a new object, a Middle School,
in an existing, traditional, high school structure. It is at this point that my discussion
moves from a macro point-of-view to a micro perspective, to focus on the messy reality
of change as it is enacted at the site of this study.

Conclusion
The purpose of this section has been to develop a position for this study for two
particular audiences. They first of these is myself, as I negotiate the process of ‘writing
up and writing down’ my research (McWilliam, 2003). The second of these is the reader,
to provide a framework of reference for embarking upon the rest of the thesis and to
explain the ways in which I have approached particular aspects of the study. I have
established my position as a researcher, as a means to identify my own subjectivities and
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inherent ‘leanings’. Breen (2007) recognises this need to “make explicit the researcher
orientation” (p. 170), especially in light of her claim that,
Our multiple identities, in terms of demographic characteristics as well as
our role in the research, readily impact upon data collection, in terms of
what is ‘seen’ and ‘unseen’ and what is considered ‘important’ and
‘unimportant’. (p. 168)

I am a key player and stakeholder in the section to follow, although this is more direct
and explicit at some times in the thesis than others. Despite this, I have drawn upon my
own ‘author function’, which accords me the authority to make statements in the
discourse (Foucault, 1977a) and utilise my insider-outsider status to speak from that
authorised position.
This section also introduced the theoretical and methodological positioning of the
research process, and the use of Foucault as my primary theoretical resource. The vast
corpus of literature from Foucault alone provides the researcher with multiple means by
which to access his ideas and draw upon his work while conducting research. Of course,
there are many other theorists who provide equally useful resources, and indeed I make
use of several of these throughout the body of this thesis. However, it is the very fact
that Foucault continues to unsettle me and ‘grow’ my thinking that I continue to turn to
his writing as, in a similar way to Ball (2013), “[h]e unclutters my mind, enables me to
think differently, in new spaces and to escape from the analytical clichés” (p. 7). In
addition, I have conducted a brief genealogy of middle schooling in the United States
and Australia. Although this was necessarily limited as it could have readily comprised
the whole thesis, through this writing I have sought to position middle schooling as both
emergent and contingent, and place it at the threshold of emergence at SEC.
Following the changes at SEC, as well as those in the educational sphere described in
this chapter, the discursive environment of SEC was positioned as ready for change. The
coalescing of the forces of change in the school context and the pedagogical changes
signalled by the developments in middle schooling, created a particular set of historical
contingencies on which the remainder of this thesis is based. A new leadership team at
the school had arrived with a focus on change and progress and several initiatives had
already been implemented in this context (for example a laptop program for staff,
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collaborative writing of a school strategic plan). Staff had expressed varying degrees of
support or resistance to the pace of reform at the school, however, the notion of
improvement and the move away from tradition had already begun to be established. As
a staff member in this school environment, I was a ‘deep’ insider, a ‘sleeper’, a teacher
with ten years of experience and some degree of ambition. I was also an observer, even
before the ‘bubbles’ of interest arose on the surface of SEC, and the discourses in
operation in the local context of the school, as well as my previous academic
experiences, conditioned me for interest in change and a desire for ‘more’. Together,
these conditions ‘awakened’ the researcher in me.
What follows next is potentially seductive. In adopting a narrative approach to the
unfolding of events, I have crafted a story that draws the reader along the journey of
change. I have not conducted narrative research as defined by Andrews, Squire and
Tamboukou (2008), which is research that works with stories as generated by
participants. My research narrative would more readily align with Reissman’s (2008)
description, in which she suggests that one thread of narrative research could be
comprised of “interpretive accounts developed by an investigator based on interviews
and fieldwork observation” (p. 6). My writerly process has generated the narrative that
has formed the body of this thesis, which is dangerous to my (and perhaps my readers’)
‘critical’ processes. Narrative engages, it entertains, it seduces and it so easily offers a
convincing account of one version of events. It could be easy to be drawn in and
dismiss, or miss, the theoretical account of this story. My hope is that this thesis is seen
as a little bit of some (storytelling) and a lot of the other (analysis). The narrative I have
constructed is necessarily descriptive in some parts in order to outline a particular
sequence of events and place the reader ‘inside’ these events along with me as I
experienced them. However, I have also attempted to remain ‘outside’ the research and
provide the analytical substance necessary to move this thesis beyond the realm of
‘storytelling’ to that of an ‘archaeological/genealogical investigation’.
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Section 2: Middle School at SEC
Section	
  Orientation	
  
This section of the thesis continues from the argument established in the previous
section that middle schooling in Australia had emerged from the space created through
the intersection of the surfaces of the North American middle schooling movement,
international and domestic academic research, and various Australian state government
bodies of education. By the early 2000s, it had become an identifiable discourse in
schooling literature and a subject for presentations at education conferences. It was
through these two avenues that the idea touched upon the surface of SEC, creating a
burgeoning eddy of interest amongst particular staff, who were to become instrumental
in developing its discursive existence in this specific environment. Bevir (1999a) explains
the origins of such a change, which he labels “the transition from one era to another”, as
occurring when, “the statements that act as bubbles on the surface of the archive
combine in their effect to disrupt the archive itself” (p. 349). This explanation could be
readily applied to describe the change processes around middle schooling that occurred
during this study.
Following from this local disturbance, the surface of SEC now began to function in a
way that enabled the necessary conditions and contingencies to coalesce for ‘middle
schooling at SEC’ to emerge as a discourse and ‘the Middle School’ as an object in the
discursive space of the school. As an object, it was subject to promotion, resistance,
debate and eventual implementation as it moved from its existence as a nascent idea in
the thoughts of two key players to an operational Middle School over a period of
eighteen months. In order to genealogically examine this process, which was layered,
divergent, subtle and messy, an analytical chronology has been chosen as a necessary
structuring device to enable the reader to follow the general timeline of ‘events’ around
which power, relationships, subjectivities, discourses, discursive objects, nostalgia,
connections, conditions and contingencies interacted.
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Throughout the analysis to follow, I make reference to both ‘middle schooling and
‘middle school’ as separate concepts, occupying differentiated positions within the thesis.
The use of this terminology is intentional. The phrase ‘middle schooling’ reflects an
attitude, a theory, and a broad set of pedagogical principles that came into prominence
through the processes described in Chapter 1. As a discourse, it emerged through a space
created by the interactions of the surfaces of education and psychology and the social
expectations that were represented through/by ‘doing schooling’ in contemporary
societies. Doing ‘middle schooling’ became similarly positioned within the institution of
education, with the additional qualifiers that it relate to a particular group of students,
address a particular range of pedagogical, emotional and social needs, adopt a ‘different’
way of educating students and, importantly, refer to that range of students whose ages
position them ‘in the middle’, between the stages of childhood and late
adolescence/early adulthood: the ‘middle years’. Alternative to ‘middle schooling’, the
term ‘middle school’ refers to the structural arrangement of bodies, environments,
programs and staff that comprise a (sometimes) separated schooling space. It could be a
solitary campus, an entity in its own right or, as in the case of this study, a middle school
identity within a larger educational body.
Through these distinctions, it is apparent that middle schools may, or may not, adopt
middle schooling principles, but the common condition remains that they will be
structured to include students who fall somewhere between Grades 5 and Grade 10,
depending on the model in operation. A middle school could simply represent a
structural separation of students and campus, as in the case of many United States
schools. However, as indicated in Chapter 1, Australian middle schools have traditionally
been established upon the philosophical grounding of middle schooling with a goal of
addressing particular needs, in particular, transition. The structural arrangement has
usually been secondary to that philosophical goal. The developments at SEC fall into this
category and, when the discursive middle school is assigned the ‘status of an object’ in
Chapter 3, it is subsequently presented as a capitalised ‘Middle School’ to indicate that I
am speaking of that particular object in that particular space.
The progression of middle schooling in this space occurred in three identifiable ‘stages’
as it moved from a purely discursive ‘conversation’ (Ford, Ford and McNamara, 2002),
to a more defined and concrete object, ready for implementation by the end of the
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period of this study. This section of the thesis is structured into six analytical chapters,
which trace the conditions and contingencies of possibility that led to the introduction of
the Middle School at SEC. The content of the chapters has been arranged around these
three stages, which have become the somewhat functional divisions for the development
of my analysis. Chapter 2 details the development of the first stage: the early ideas of
middle schooling in this context. Chapter 3 describes the events of one meeting that
operated as a ‘transition boundary’ between one stage and the next. Chapter 4 and 5
explores the second stage: the investigative process that defined the terms and
possibilities for change and the persuasive documents that were used to outline the
models and process of investigation. Chapter 6 operates as another transitional
boundary, describing the events of one day, which became a condition for the object of
the Middle School to move to the next stage. Chapter 7 traces the final stage of
development: the places, people and objects that came to be known as the ‘Middle
School at SEC’. A brief synopsis of each chapter is provided below.
In the first stage, which is described through the lens of events and subjects in Chapter
2, middle schooling at SEC emerges discursively as a result of the alignment of two key
players. It is introduced into a setting with strong ties to tradition and nostalgia, and the
regulating effects of these are explored as players position themselves for or against the
idea in varying ways. The specific contextual features of the schooling site are identified
and the discussion of this stage includes an analysis of how the changing culture situated
certain players and possibilities alongside the introduction of change. The early narrative
in this chapter is played out behind the scenes of whole school awareness, and traces the
power relations and strategic operations of the school executive and the increasing
involvement and resistance by KLA leaders as the idea gains increasing hold in the
discursive space. At the end of this stage, leaders agree (to varying degrees) that middle
schooling will be presented as an idea to all staff.
The transition between this stage and the next begins with the discourse of middle
schooling at SEC given the “status of an object” (Foucault, 1972 p. 41) as it is brought
into the public realm in Chapter 3. This analysis is centred on a particular staff meeting
during which the discourse was introduced to all staff, opening the field for more
players, more resistance and a more concrete existence for the Middle School. This
meeting occurs as a condition of possibility for the object to be spoken of in the context
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of the school, and through this chapter I apply my conception of both the conditions
and contingencies of possibility and the differing role each concept plays at this point in
the development. It is during this chapter that I describe the moment when the principal
publicly divests herself of primary responsibility for the object. This action establishes a
foundation for the key role that one of the assistant principals, and an invited committee
of staff, came to play in the further development of the object.
Chapters 4 and 5 follow Stage 2 of both the Middle School, and middle schooling, as
they are publicly debated and investigated by the assistant principal and the research
committee. It is in this chapter that I become an active player in the discourse and my
position as insider researcher becomes more explicit. These two chapters explore the
actions and investments of committee members and the ways in which these influence
both the developing object and the process of its circumscription. Several models of
middle schooling are described as the objects of possibility, and the investigations
around them as they are prepared for introduction to the entire staff at a future staff
development day. The assistant principal produced two key texts for the committee that
significantly shaped the ways in which the object could be through about and described
by committee members and for future contexts. A detailed document analysis of these
texts comprises the content of Chapter 5, using the theories of Bakhtin (1981) and
Fairclough (2001) to analyse their content and influence.
Chapter 6 is written around the transitional events of just one day, which functions as a
condition of possibility for the future of the object. On this day, the models are
presented to the whole staff in a strategically arranged sequence of events. The inclusion
of an external ‘expert’ is analysed as a technique to give the initiative validity and
support. The expert introduces new discourses, directs the decision-making process and
positions middle schooling at the forefront of pedagogical change in the current
educational discourse. Throughout this day, many discussions were held and the role of
resistance is evident in the recording of final decisions reached on the day. Key themes
from the data are identified and analysed to assess how they reflect the eventual choice
of one model for implementation as the culmination of the day. The conclusion of this
chapter forecasts future participants in the Middle School, as the staff are invited to
express their interest in becoming a part of the team of teachers responsible for
implementing the initiative.
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The third stage follows the development of the model that was chosen by staff in the
previous chapter, as it becomes populated with concrete realities and existence to
become the Middle School at SEC. Chapter 7 identifies the development of the
subjectivities and investments of specific individuals who are named as teaching and
leading the team, and the impact of time as an enabling and constraining factor in the
generation of possibilities. Over the course of several months following the staff
development day, the object is moved closer toward becoming an actual, implementable
curriculum. During this time it is subject to further resistance, negotiation, influence and
variation as it is situated alongside existing discourses and traditions in the context of
SEC. This chapter concludes the journey of this thesis, with the teaching team ready to
begin their ‘adventure’, and reflecting on what they imagine the next stage of the
initiative to entail.
As described in Section One, I have adopted a poststructural theoretical stance for my
research. It is through the rest of my thesis that I explicate the work of particular
theorists where they become situationally appropriate and apply their ideas to the data I
have gathered. I use a variety of theoretical windows to analyse this data, from the work
around archaeology, genealogy, power and subjectivity by Foucault (and others who
draw on his ideas), to the theories of dialogism and multi-textuality described by Bakhtin
(1981, 1986) and the specific nature of critical discourse analysis as developed by
Fairclough (2001). In addition to these primary theories, I also employ the ideas of a
range of other researchers to further enhance and support my arguments. Some are used
in the instance of just one concept or event (such as resistance theory in organisations or
the notion of agency), while others are used to explore a more detailed analysis of a
particular phenomenon in the study (such as the influence of nostalgia or the position of
the expert). The use of these theoretical windows allows me to develop my own
conceptual position and a theorised analysis of the introduction of middle schooling in
this traditional and delimited context.
The data used to examine this introduction of the middle school was gathered over the
course of four years. The period covered in this thesis, however, comprises only the
developmental phase of the first two years, from the early conversations around middle
schooling to the threshold of implementation of the Middle School. The rest of the data
I gathered is related to the first two years of the existence of the Middle School as an
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entity in the school structure. However, the volume of material generated both pre- and
post-implementation, and the detailed analytical process I have undertaken, has meant
that it became necessary to limit this study to a detailed exploration of only the data that
related to the first stage of development. This data was accumulated through the
following means: formal and informal interviews with key staff, maintaining a research
journal for the duration of the study, gathering documents and artefacts related to the
middle school or associated discourses, and personal reflection (both undocumented and
accessed through means of recollection, as well as that which was documented within
my research journal).
In reading this section to follow, it becomes clear that I played a role in the phenomenon
under investigation and I have explicated this role where it has been apparent. Whilst I
have not included a great deal of direct personal references throughout, it is through my
lens that data have been gathered, investigated, analysed and discussed, and the thesis is
identifiably written from the point of view of a participant. I have recorded my direct
observations of events, and through my constant exposure to the site of study I was able
to record a great deal of minutiae in my research journal. Although I collated as much
information as I could, I inevitably could not be in all places at all times and so, despite
the volume of data, this study represents a subjective account of events. In addition, I
made decisions about what data were used and what data, while interesting, were
unnecessary for my study. I also analysed the material through a framework of my
choosing, which ultimately determined the type of argument and discussions I would
present. The inherent difficulties (and strengths) of this investigative approach have been
previously discussed in greater detail in Section 1.
Throughout the research process, I have also been conscious of the potential ethical
issues arising from my role as participant researcher and continuing employment at the
site of study. I have attempted to adopt a ‘distant’ stance in both the research and my
analysis of the material, although my situation as ‘insider’ determined the level of access I
could obtain to people, dialogue and other artefacts. As I had been a member of staff of
more than nine years during the period of investigation, I had a significant insight into
the discourses, relations and practices in place at SEC at that time. I had directly
experienced the patterns created by these elements, both prior to the arrival of the new
principal and during the early years of her leadership and in this thesis I draw upon my
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understanding of these experiences to provide a grounding for my discussion,
particularly in my treatment of nostalgia and tradition in Chapter 2. My role is more
defined and influential during and following the events of Chapter 4 as it is from this
point that I took on the role of leader of the investigative process and, in Chapter 7,
eventual coordinator of the Middle School. Due to these positions of privilege, I was
able access ‘internal’ information and data and take part in strategic conversations that
granted me a more detailed awareness of events ‘behind the scenes’ of public dialogue in
the school.
As a result of all of these factors, I have constructed for this thesis an analytical,
chronological, narrative, poststructural account of the introduction of a new pedagogical
framework in an existing educational setting.
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Chapter	
  2:	
  Discursive	
  Emergence	
  
Introduction
According to many of the staff, middle schooling at SEC was a result of the ambitious
drive of two key players, the principal and the assistant principal. The principal was seen
to have arrived at the school with a “change agenda” and sought to implement a “classic
change model” (HSIE coordinator interview Mar. 2005). Middle schooling was
considered to be just one of the many changes she was implementing to “put her stamp
on the school” (HSIE coordinator interview Mar. 2005). Alternatively, there were two
versions of the assistant principal’s motivations. The first, more cynical, view held that
implementing the middle school was a part of his project and research for the
completion of his Master of Educational Leadership degree. A more generous approach
saw him as a highly intelligent and professionally motivated leader who pursued change
at the school because of his personal interest in things like technology and curriculum
innovation and his professional interest in better outcomes for students. From either
position, he was considered the most important driving force for this innovation, and
was dubbed by many, “the patron saint of middle school” (assistant principal interview
Aug. 2008).
These popular conceptions held that the introduction of middle schooling at SEC
occurred through processes which were linear, transparent and causal. From this
perspective, the key players’ motivations were clear and the actions they took were
directly linked to a logical progression. However, a closer examination of the data
demonstrated that it was a much more complicated and convoluted occurrence than
that. No one thing led to another, but many aspects operated in a variety of ways to
allow the discourse of middle schooling to have prominence in this context and at this
time. Shifts of power and knowledge either closed or opened possibilities. Seemingly
insignificant or unrelated events coalesced in particular ways to challenge existing
thinking and introduce new ideas. Alliances were formed and broken, and the key players
negotiated their way through the complex tensions that existed between the discourses
of progress and tradition. Through this process, contingent alignments, along with
strategic manoeuvres and nostalgic reflections coalesced in a complex and localised way.
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Chapter 1.4 mapped the external surfaces that defined the space for middle schooling to
exist as a discourse of schooling in the broader discursive formation of ‘education’. This
chapter examines how SEC began to function as a local surface, conditioned for the
ideas of middle schooling to emerge. It also explores the circumstances and possibilities
that enabled particular decisions to be made which moved the idea closer to existence as
an object for implementation. I describe the means by which middle schooling came to
be a discourse of possibility in this context, tracing it from the early ideas of two key
players to its discursive introduction to the KLA coordinators. The dialogue, degrees of
support, and resistance by this group will be explored as the idea is considered, debated
and eventually supported (to varying degrees) as a proposal that can be presented to the
whole staff body.
I also examine the effects of nostalgia and tradition in the broader school community, as
well as within the leadership team and determine the ways in which, together, these two
influences became a powerful discourse of ‘tradition’ that regulated ideologies, behaviour
and narrative and established a fertile ground for resistance and opposition to both the
individuals leading the change as well as the initiative itself. I then explore the factors
that were in operation to bring about a more favourable positioning of the proposal,
such as particular emerging discourses, power relations and other influential objects
within these identified discourses. I also apply my conception of the conditions and
contingencies of possibility to examine their effects on the developing local discourse.
Through these filters, I assess the way in which the various forces at play acted as either
essential conditions for a middle school at SEC to be possible, or determinant contingencies
that produced and shaped the form it was to take.
This chapter draws substantially on a number of ideas from the work of Foucault, as
well as a range of other supporting theories throughout my arguments, to explicate the
significance of particular surfaces, events, subjects and relations to the introduction of
middle schooling at SEC. It is within this framework that the threads of tension,
knowledge, power, discourse and resistance are traced to consider how it was that a
middle school came to exist in this place and at this time.
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2.1 Conditioning the Surface
The idea of middle schooling at SEC emerged as a discourse amongst school leaders
prior to it being introduced to the whole staff at a meeting in November 2002. For most
of this time, it is agreed by leaders I interviewed that its discursive existence was mainly
limited to informal conversations, points around related ideas on meeting agendas, some
distributed reading material and dialogue amongst school management behind the scenes
(principal interview, Sept. 2005; KLA coordinator interviews, 2004-5; assistant principal
interview, Aug. 2008). However, there was no agreement on the first appearance of the
discourse. According to the new principal, it occurred at a management team meeting
about future directions chaired by her in 1999, the first year of her tenure at the school.
She claimed that she presented it as “a way [she] was heading”, and explained that at that
time she held only a basic understanding of the particular ideas of middle schooling and
what it could mean for SEC. In contrast, all of the KLA coordinators who were
interviewed for this study identified 2002 as the year of its first emergence, and the
assistant principal as a key player in its introduction. This key player, however, had not
yet commenced employment at the school in 1999 and his arrival was to be a condition
of possibility for many of the later changes and directions at the school. This means that,
irrespective of the first confirmed mention of middle schooling, any concrete moves in
the direction of its implementation were agreed by all participants to have not occurred
until 2002.
An important driving force for change at SEC, including the introduction of middle
schooling, was one of the assistant principals. The principal had employed him initially in
2000 as a KLA coordinator and in this position he had been a leader in pedagogical
innovation and was critically involved in a number of the change processes that had
occurred at the school. Prior to planning for middle schooling, he had introduced
initiatives such as a staff laptop program, a focus on ‘authentic’ assessment and
conducted professional development in differentiated learning and student engagement.
Within two years of his arrival, the principal created a new executive position for him
when she recognised his interest and vision for implementing change. The assistant
principal explained that this occurred “because [the principal] didn’t want me doing
Religious Education [coordinating], she wanted me doing other things. So she created a
role that would allow me to manage the projects that she had in mind” which left him
“grateful ... that she recognised I had more to offer than just Religious Education
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leadership” (interview, Aug. 2008). The principal utilised his focus as an
implementational tool for change, and sought to position him as the voice of the future
change processes she had planned. Additionally, having him in a position to manage the
various projects in place, freed her for the daily operational realities of the governance of
the school (interview, Aug. 2008).
Both before and after his executive appointment, the assistant principal positioned
himself as an ‘expert’ in all forms of educational innovation. He embodied this by using
sophisticated pedagogical language and often quoted various educational papers or
emerging pedagogical research in his discussions with staff. He promoted particular,
innovative versions of curriculum and pedagogy, reflecting his personal philosophical
position and investments. The research degree in leadership he was undertaking
provided him with intellectual authority and he frequently used technical language
associated with contemporary ideas of ‘engagement’, ‘rich learning’ and the developing
area of ‘productive pedagogies’. He produced discussion papers following conference
attendances and often addressed the whole staff on matters of teaching and learning. He
also regularly distributed professional literature amongst the leadership team which, he
claimed, “grew out of my desire for my own professional nourishment, and sharing with
my colleagues” (interview, Aug. 2008). Subsequently, other members of staff also
regarded him as an expert as he derived his professional authority and power from a
range of pedagogically authoritative and valued sources.
The way the assistant principal used language, presented new ideas and the intellectual
power he drew upon were perceived as challenging for those leaders who were
previously content and secure with their investment in the traditional approach (KLA
coordinator interviews, 2004-2005). The embodied authority he presented by unfailingly
wearing a formal suit and tie each day at school further enhanced this intimidation. For
instance, prior to his arrival, this practice had been reserved for parent/teacher
interviews and photo days by most male staff, and his choice of dress situated him as
clearly alternative and ‘superior’ to others by his professional appearance. Tannen (1993
in Wetherell et al., 2001) recognises the power of such a symbol. She theorises that
power and solidarity are in a “paradoxical relation to each other” and gives the example
of “the same symbol - a three-piece-suit” which can “signal either power or solidarity,
depending on ... the setting ... the habitual dress style of the individual ... [or] the
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comparison of his clothing with that worn by others in the interaction” (p. 151). In this
scenario, the assistant principal’s choice of such a formal dress code was certainly a
strategy of status rather than one of solidarity, and served to enhance the distance
between himself and other staff leaders.
These factors meant that, in the context of the school, the assistant principal represented
considerable authority and power – personally, professionally and intellectually – and as
such, was a threat to the nostalgic discourse of tradition at SEC. This became a
perception that had both positive and negative implications for the future introduction
and acceptance of middle schooling. Even though he was the “perfect mouthpiece”
(HSIE coordinator interview, Mar. 2005) for the pedagogical credibility of the initiative,
many staff also agreed with the English coordinator’s sentiment that “I think [the
assistant principal] lacks authenticity and sincerity ... I’d like to know what he really
thinks about anything” (interview, Sept. 2005). He came to be in a position where he
later needed to mitigate negative readings of his professional/personal self in order to
allow a positive view of any of his future pedagogical ideas.

Nostalgic Identity and the Discourse of Tradition
To successfully conduct an analysis of the ‘unities of discourse’, Foucault (1972) claims
“we must rid ourselves of a whole mass of notions” (p. 21) that enhance the ascendancy
of ‘continuity’ in the study of history (a status that he rejects completely). He calls us to
question the authority and permanence of such ‘notions’, as they serve no useful purpose
in the study of discontinuity, which he believes to be an essential characteristic of the
history of ideas. In order to divest ourselves of the naturalness of these notions, they
must be repositioned in order to be examined, not as absolute and unassailable facts, but
as discursive traces that “have a very precise function” (p. 21), to operate as truth in
particular contexts. One of these limiting notions that Foucault describes is that of
‘tradition’ which, he says, “makes it possible to rethink the dispersion of history in the
form of the same; it allows a reduction of the difference proper to every beginning, in
order to pursue without discontinuity the endless search for origin” (p. 21). He situates
this desire to understand history through an account of ‘sameness’ as both reductive and
futile.
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However, it would be wrong to consider that tradition has no role to play in the history
of events. What Foucault believes to be the biggest problem with the preeminence of
this notion of tradition is that it places undue emphasis on “originality”, “genius” and
the “individual” as the source of innovation against a stable background, rather than
occurring through the discontinuity that is constituted by “complex relations” (p. 22)
within a discourse. In this way, tradition is more than simply a window through which
subjects naively regard the concurrence of ideas and events through time. Tradition is
also that notion which allows members of a community to position themselves alongside
certain lines of identity and action. To support this, Bevir (1999a) proposes a
modification to Foucault, stating that tradition “acts as the background to [individuals’]
... beliefs and actions whilst also allowing for the possibility of their modifying,
developing, and perhaps even rejecting much of their inheritance”. He also proposes
that, “the idea of a tradition suggests that subjects can modify their inheritance for
reasons that make sense to them” (p. 358). This is a useful addition to Foucault’s
criticism of the notion of tradition, particularly for this study, as instead of seeing
tradition in the singular light of its limitations, we can conceive of it as containing
openings for the individual to either accept or modify their alignment under its influence.
This enables several possible options for individuals with regard to tradition, those of:
resistance, positional shift, or simultaneously possessing allegiance to both progress and
tradition as mutually inclusive categories.
Foucault (1972) also comments on what he considers the equally problematic “notion of
‘spirit’” which, he claims, creates a somewhat false sense of security amongst members
of a community. He identifies that this spirit is socially enacted to,
enable[...] us to establish between the simultaneous or successive
phenomena of a given period a community of meanings, symbolic links, an
interplay of resemblance and reflexion, or which allows the sovereignty of
collective consciousness to emerge as the principle of unity and expansion.
(p. 22)

In the following analysis, I have defined this ‘spirit’ as the sense of ‘nostalgia’ that
functioned in the community of SEC at that time. In this sense, it operated as the ‘spirit
of the time’, as a sense of past which equally encompassed tradition and people,
buildings and memory and formed a backdrop to events in the early emergence of the
discourse of middle schooling. Nostalgia is subsequently a concept closely aligned with
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tradition and together, these two ‘notions’ became a solid, operational force. In the
proceeding discussion, I draw upon both notions to analyse the ways in which they are
accepted as truth statements and how they are positioned in relation to the nature of
change at SEC.

The	
  Discourse	
  of	
  Tradition	
  
The discourse of ‘tradition’ existed as a discourse that had a powerful and functional role
in establishing foundations of support or resistance to the proposal of middle schooling
at SEC. It provided a sense of security and meaning for those who had been at the
school for many years, either as a long-term teacher, or returning to the school to teach
after previously attending the school as a student (for about one-third of the staff
community at the time, both of these descriptions could be applied). The discourse also
came to be viewed by most staff with a sense of permanence, that it referred to certain
realities that were ‘true’ in the context of SEC, and was positioned as incontestable and
‘natural’ by those who were aligned with this reality. Prior to the arrival of the new
principal, even those who did not feel an overly strong connection to the traditions of
the school never questioned them.
Ford, Ford and McNamara (2002) describe the establishment of such a discourse as built
on ‘conversations’, which encompass everything from single utterances to extended
dialogue over time, symbolic interaction, as well as the narratives and artefacts of a
particular idea or group of people. In the following excerpt, the authors provide a means
to understand the role of these conversations in constructing the present reality and
reconstructing the discursive past.
Although conversations exist as explicit utterances, much of the way they
support the apparent continuity of a reality is by virtue of the intertextual
links on which current explicit conversations build and rely. Through their
intertextuality (Spivey 1997), conversations bring both history and
background into the present utterance by responding to, reaccentuating, and
reworking past conversations while anticipating and shaping subsequent
ones. ... When conversations become objectified, we grant them the same
permanence as objects, assuming that the conversations themselves exist as
‘things’ independent of our speaking. (p. 107)
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In a similar way, the “background conversations” upon which new conversations are
built are “a result of our experience within a tradition that is both direct and inherited”
(p. 108). In this sense, the discourse of tradition at SEC was constituted through the
conversations that were possible (and the assumptions they premised) between the many
individuals at this site, both current and past. The conversations that constituted this
discourse also created an avenue and a “space of possibilities” (p. 108) for rejection of
change, which became a protection against the unsettling pace of change that was
occurring in what had been previously a much more stable and predictable setting. This
feeling of unease is reflected in many KLA comments, such as “change – it was
constant”, “things were getting harder and harder”, “we were too busy keeping up”,
“never any time” as well as those about a lack of “breathing space” (interviews, 20042005).
Haugaard (2003) describes this type of situation as, “[w]ithin traditional society, certain
acts of structuration presuppose responses based upon meanings that are part of a
particular system of thought characterising the traditional world-view” (p. 96). The
‘traditional’ structures of a vertical curriculum that had characterised past practices, for
example, were held in high regard and were mentioned by almost all of the KLA
coordinators as a ‘loss’ when they were ended (KLA coordinator interviews, 2004-2005).
The English coordinator summarised this loss in her recollection that “[the new
executive] came to the school and started to question vertical streaming - and I was really
fond of vertical streaming” (interview, Aug. 2005).
The many changes introduced since the arrival of the principal, and the ideas that
motivated them (those about pedagogical and structural change, accountability and
future), existed in tension with this long term and powerful discourse of tradition that
had demonstrated continuities from the heritage of the previous principal. The new
principal regularly stated in staff meetings and other conversations that many of the
facilities and practices of the school were out of date and in need of revision. She had
been employed as a ‘builder’ with a directive from the Board of Directors to update
facilities and practices at the school (research journal; informal discussion with Board
members, 2004). Her certainty that change was required derived from this “mandate
from the Board to look at the facilities because they were substandard” (assistant
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principal interview, Aug. 2008) and this mandate operated as a condition of possibility
for the first stage of the initiative.
With this in mind, in the early years of her position, she set about increasing budgets for
new resources, overhauling old, outdated facilities and spaces, purchasing new furniture
and technology and was particularly open to proposals from staff to upgrade or expand
existing materials and practices. These actions created a general feeling of expansion and
generosity that was, initially, very favourable. The English coordinator professed her
support of the new principal in her early years, as “she was very supportive of me at that
stage ... she gave me a lot more autonomy”, following the previous principal’s tight
control on all aspects of the school (interview, Sept. 2005). I also note a comment I
made in one of the interviews I conducted, contrasting the responses I received from
both leaders, when requesting a computer to support me as editor of the school year
book,
I remember asking Sister Maria [the previous principal] and it was like,
“No”. And the first year that [the new principal] arrived I said, “I’ve been
doing this year book”, for however many years I was doing it at that point.
And I said, “I need a computer, I need a laptop”. And she was like, “Of
course you do”. And I got one within three weeks. (interviewer dialogue,
Sept. 2005)

However, in a school over a century old, the foundations of the initiative were
contingent on the sense of heritage at the school. For many staff, it seemed that the
principal made little differentiation between ‘heritage’ and ‘old’ and she engaged in
certain practices that were viewed as ‘disrespectful’ and ‘careless’ (research journal, Dec.
2002). In particular, she undertook three direct actions that set up a relation of resistance
due to the nostalgic stance adopted by many long-standing staff. She ordered the
disposal of older books from the library and staff resources in classrooms without
consultation; she gained access to, then removed, many of the historical materials in the
old convent; and she minimised and eventually made redundant the part-time position of
‘archives’ at the school. These actions existed as statements of her perceived attitude
toward both heritage and tradition and led to many staff viewing her motivations and
future proposals with distrust.
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In the context of SEC, the discourse of tradition did not simply exist as a concept
associated with traditional modes of pedagogy and curriculum, but was one drawn from
previous educational and cultural practices specific to this site. Some of these traditional
practices had included: a vertically organised curriculum for subjects in years 8-10, the
organisation of the school year into semesters with the subsequent semesterisation of all
subjects, greater than indicative hours given to non-core subjects (reflective of a stated
emphasis by the previous principal on the ‘arts’ and ‘humanities’), smaller class sizes,
large degree of choice in senior subjects, staff timetables often not fully allocated, a deep
commitment to the ‘sacred’ vocation of teaching, a highly visible principal, and a sense
of religious heritage and ‘past’ (practices which all formed statements in the discourse of
tradition that had existed at SEC). These practices and ideas were the positive and
favourably viewed aspects of the discourse. They formed an important part of this
notion of tradition and came to be viewed with nostalgia and, for some, a sense of loss at
the their disappearance. The English coordinator affirms this sentiment, agreeing that
“She did love the arts ... Sister Maria was very, very encouraging of music, the arts and
that sort of thing” (interview, Sept. 2005).
There had been, of course, less favourable practices and impacts, although even these
came to be repositioned in a more positive manner with the arrival of the new principal
and her commitment to change. As the discourse of tradition continued to hold
prominence in these first few years of her leadership, it also came to include rationalising
statements about negative practices associated with the past leadership that had
previously been viewed as problematic by many staff. These practices included such
things as: an autocratic and strictly hierarchical leadership, ‘haphazard’ administrative
practices, personal attacks as discipline, religious events taking precedence over academic
ones, changes announced without warning or consultation, timetable fluctuations due to
‘whims’, principal control of all aspects of school life, little autonomy given to staff,
indiscriminate allocation of ‘extra’ duties, inequity of teaching loads, inequity of
indicative hours to fulfil syllabus requirements, ageing resources, inadequate technology,
and a tight reign by the principal on budget and spending (informal discussion with staff,
personal recollection). These practices were often ignored or reconstructed in discursive
recollection. Despite previous agreement that these things had needed to change,
following the arrival of the new principal, staff would regularly make nostalgic
statements such as “even though Sister Maria said/did [this], at least she did it because
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[of a more noble reason]” or “Sister Maria would never have done this” (research
journal, Dec. 2002). Reissman (2008) describes this process as a “complicated
relationship between narrative, time, and memory for we revise and edit the remembered
past to square with our identities in the present” (p. 8).
The feeling of nostalgia became a very powerful operational force in this context.
George (2009) recognises that a nostalgic vision relies upon a collective cultural memory
which exists as a result of the “collective processes by which individuals construct and
preserve their past” (p. 246). The collective memory at SEC positioned these previous
practices of tradition as evidence of an era that became idealised and homogenised in
recollection. It was this collective memory that gave the staff and previous leaders at the
school a sense of cultural identity, to which many referred in their resistance and
rejection of the push for change. Tannock (1995) theorises this process, whereby
individual staff members searched for recollections of a time when they felt a sense of
“identity, agency, or community” (p. 454) (the previous era) and, importantly, a security
of purpose and predictability (even if they didn’t like it, they knew where they stood).
They actively returned to these memories with nostalgia against a present in which the
traditional practices were believed by many to be, as Tannock describes, “blocked,
subverted, or threatened” (p. 454). When discussed and enacted amongst a critical mass
of staff, this process enhanced the collective notion of a community, which became
more cohesive under perceived threat. The members of this community had existed
prior to the arrival of the new principal and the community had power in its identity as a
result. Community members felt that their connection to the past needed to be protected
in order to preserve continuities of tradition, therefore enabling a nostalgic link to a time
in which they felt secure.
This sense of a community became particularly important in the resistance to change at
SEC. It supported the positioning of a ‘them’ and ‘us’ dichotomy which became a
prominent discursive event amongst leadership staff, general staff and even
administrative staff at the time. Whilst not all staff felt alliance with this community,
there were enough to provide it with a collective majority and allow it to operate as a
solid bloc of resistant strength. This sense of allegiance and interiority situated the
principal and those who supported her as ‘outsiders’ to the local community of SEC. As
such, any change proposals that came from them were considered to be external and
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therefore imposed from above. Blase and Björk (2010) partially explain this type of
situation through their suggestion that, “[t]ypically, externally imposed initiatives to
change and reform in schools must contend with existing internal political cultures that
promote and protect the school’s status quo” (p. 240). Although this move toward
middle schooling had emerged from within, due the perception of the executive as
‘outsiders’, it was viewed with the same distrust as if it had been an external threat to the
culture and status quo. The authors also quote Sarason (1990) who wrote that “[s]chools
will accommodate (change) in ways that require little or no change ... the strength of the
status quo - its underlying axioms, its pattern of power relationships, its sense of
tradition and, therefore, what seems right, natural, and proper - almost automatically
rules out options for change in that status quo (p. 35)” (p. 240). Talking about the early
years of change at SEC, the assistant principal identified the cohesion of the community
as a phenomenon which had been underestimated at the time and which should have
been “considered more seriously” (interview, Aug. 2008) when strategising the many
changes which were taking place. When describing executive responses to those who had
promoted community and tradition, he said “we didn’t listen back then. Didn’t listen at
all”.
This collective memory positioned Sister Maria and the religious heritage of the school
as the ideal and the new principal and her forward thinking focus as a threat to that ideal.
For many staff, this led to “a pronounced longing to return to conditions, experiences,
and relationships in the past” (Goodson, Moore and Hargreaves, 2006 p. 44) to provide
“solace in the face of frustrating teaching and learning conditions [in the present]” (p.
45). The situation, however, had been considered far from idyllic during Sister Maria’s
time as principal and the discourse of tradition which was constructed by staff was both
selective and filtered. Inevitably, practices that were contradictory or negative were
“edited out of the nostalgic text” (Tannock 1995 p. 457) in order to support a positive
reading of the discourse. What was important in this process, however, was not that any
of these nostalgic memories be concerned with the ‘truth’ of the time before the arrival
of the new principal. They were not truth, but came to operate as truth discourses in the
collective memory of the staff at SEC, providing resources to draw upon in the
resistance to change. Elsner (1994) explains it in this way,
What matters ... is not that [the collective memory] be correct ... but that it
be convincing to the particular group of individuals ... for whom it serves as
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an explanation of the world they inhabit ... what matters about any particular
version of history is that it be meaningful to the collective subjectivities and
self-identities of the specific group which it addresses. In other words, we
are not concerned with ‘real facts’ ... but rather with the consensus of
assumptions and prejudices shared. (p. 226)

In this context, nostalgia became a function of preservation against what was seen to be
an attack against the heritage and tradition of ‘our history’ and ‘our place’. It supported
the very powerful discourse of tradition, which operated as a conservatising force against
the phalanx of innovators led by the new principal.
The principal experienced the investment and commitment of school leaders in the
discourse of tradition as problematic in her initial desire for change, but she began her
project of change regardless. This approach led to a large-scale resignation of many long
standing staff and leaders who were invested in the previous discourse. The English
coordinator’s statement that “some of the people who I respected had to resign when
[the principal] arrived” (interview, Sept. 2005) reflects a commonly heard sentiment (by
both those who stayed and those who left) in the early years of the principal’s leadership.
The PDHPE coordinator labelled this as “a railroad process” (interview, Aug. 2005), a
description that was later also affirmed by the assistant principal, using that exact term to
describe the executive approach to change during that time. He said of this approach,
“we had this idea ...If they like it, then they’re on board. If they don’t like it, they either
learn to like it or they leave” (interview, Aug. 2008). These newly created gaps in staffing
subsequently provided an opportunity for the principal to employ new staff with a
similar pedagogical and change-focused perspective to her own (including the assistant
principal who was to become significantly involved in many of the new directions for the
school).
It was this resignation of long-standing staff, in association with the remodelling of the
executive leadership structure, that allowed for the positioning of leadership around
particular initiatives, including middle schooling. Those who had felt the most tension
with the project of change had, by this time, left the school and the new executive (the
principal and the three assistant principals) were young, ambitious and ready for
‘progress’.
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Note: the leadership of the school was subsequently structured in the following
hierarchy of seniority/authority:
Principal (executive);
Three Assistant Principals (executive);
Senior Management (level 3 coordinators);
KLA/Year Coordinators (level 2 coordinators);
General Teaching Staff.

Power, Resistance and Discourse in the Middle
Within all instances of interaction between individuals and groups, relations of power
exist (Foucault, 1978, 1982). In this sense, power cannot be described as something an
individual or group can hold, wield or even lose, rather as something that is ‘deployed’ in
particular and changing circumstances. Across two key texts (The History of Sexuality,
Volume 1, 1978 and The Subject and Power, 1982), Foucault describes power as a
“possibility condition for any relation” that functions “in every relation from one point
to another” (1978 p. 91) and as “a way in which certain actions modify others” (1982 p.
788). He contends that, “power relations are rooted in the system of social networks” (p.
793), which involves “families, limited groups, and institutions” (1978 p. 94). As these
groups encompass all relationships in society, he holds that,
Relations of power are not in a position of exteriority with respect to other
types of relationships (economic processes, knowledge relationships, sexual
relations), but are immanent in the latter; they are the immediate effects of
the divisions, inequalities, and disequilibriums which occur in the latter, and
conversely they are the internal conditions of these differentiations. (1978 p.
94)

This means that it is from within these relationships that the effects of power are
evident. Following Foucault, Hook (2007) points out that “power may only become
effective once it is exercised, enacted or interacted in ... relations of force” (p. 76). In this
way, power can only operate from a position inside the structures of these relations as
there is no ‘outside’ force that holds and enables power to function. It is thus through
the interactions of discursive subjects that the effects of power can be seen. In the instance
of this study, there was no external mandate to bring the concept of middle schooling
into the discursive space. It emerged from key relations in the local context and it is here
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that the relations of force came into play. Whilst the discourse of middle schooling had
external origins and existence, it could only be conceived, circumscribed and made
manifest from a position of interiority, to become a concrete object in the institution of
SEC.
Foucault (1978) describes power relations as both ‘intentional’ and ‘nonsubjective’ and,
although these terms might seem initially contradictory, he furthers his explanation of
this idea by describing that, “there is no power that is exercised without a series of aims
and objectives. But this does not mean that it results from the choice or decision of an
individual subject” (p. 95). At the local level, where decisions are made, the option to
enact force in “tactics that are often quite explicit at the restricted level where they are
inscribed” (p. 95) is constructed and regulated within conditions of acceptability and
possibility. The individual subject can make determining decisions about the purpose of
the deployment of power effects in a given instance (as in the case of the principal
bringing the ideas of middle schooling into the discursive environment of SEC).
However, the ideas that make such a decision even possible “find[...] their base of
support and their condition elsewhere” (p. 95), for example, in the networks of power
that exist in the broader social systems and relations that constitute the surface of
‘schooling’. It is in the structure of a society or group that social order and expectations
exist, external to the individual subject and determining what can be said, done or
exerted in relations of power. As Foucault (1982) points out, “the fundamental point of
anchorage of the relationships, even if they are embodied and crystallised in an
institution, is to be found outside the institution” (p. 791).
In this sense, the principal did not act through purely her own means. Whilst she may
have arrived at SEC with intentions of change, the types of changes that were possible
were already circumscribed for her by conditions both within and exterior to the school.
With the arrival of the assistant principal, a new set of relations came into play.
Decisions, dialogue, and reversals between these two key players constructed ideas of
possibility before the proposal went before the KLA leaders, and particularly before it
came into the public space of discourse at the school. The assistant principal verbalised
the effects of these relations of power when he stated,
[The principal] and I didn’t necessarily agree on the way middle school
could take shape all the time. By disagreement here, I mean, there was more
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of an intellectual argument than a conflict. There was never a conflict about
middle school per se. (assistant principal interview, Aug. 2008)

This statement contains three key elements that will be explored though Foucault’s
(1982) theoretical lens in the following paragraphs.
The first of these elements reflects the concept identified above, that power exists in all
social relationships. The interactions between these two players reflected the operation
of power within the discursive space, in which a “whole field of responses, reactions,
results, and possible inventions” (p. 789) could be accessed. By ‘arguing’ with the
principal, the assistant principal equalised the distribution of power between them as
leaders and reflected the recognition by each of the other as “a person who acts” or as
“being capable of action” (p. 789). Foucault further elaborates this idea by describing the
interactions between two such individuals as a series of “actions upon other actions” (p.
789), that signal an ongoing dialogue between free subjects in the relationship. Each of
these two players drew their power from different, yet equally validated, places: the
principal occupied the terminal position for decision making at the school, while the
assistant principal had been charged with ‘development’ in the school context and had
also been constituted as operating from a position of intellectual authority. This placed
them on a somewhat equal ground for the generation of ‘change’ ideas at the school.
Additionally, they both had access to resources of sovereign power and so were capable
of action in a direct and identifiable way by virtue of the status and role each occupied.
Although the assistant principal was not at the same hierarchical level as the principal, he
was positioned to engage in direct debate and dialogue regarding the proposal and the
form it should take.
The second element in the quote is revealed in the assistant principal’s claim that there
was “never a conflict about middle school” between the two of them. Putting aside the
implication that there was indeed conflict about other things, this statement reveals that
the ideas around middle schooling had greater contextual and discursive force than
either of these two players as individual subjects in the social space. The social, academic
and professional bodies external to the school had constructed the accepted discourse
for middle schooling as a ‘sub-genre’ of schooling, and subsequently determined what
counted as ‘possibilities’ for the future of the object. As explained in Chapter 1.4, middle
schooling and the surrounding ideas had emerged from the surfaces of education and
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psychology in both international and Australian contexts. The social authority
represented by these (essentially) hegemonic surfaces meant that middle schooling was
constituted within a powerful and compelling space. The discourse had been subject to
substantial academic and professional debate and this meant that it had greater
momentum, acceptance and credibility beyond the local surface of SEC. The principal
and assistant principal had engaged with the discourse and its possibilities at professional
conferences and in other contexts and were conditioned to an acceptance of middle
schooling as a valid, serious and significant discourse in the educational field of the time.
The role of resistance is the third key element in the assistant principal’s statement. The
principal could not simply employ the sovereign power associated with her position and
have an unquestioned acceptance of her ideas. The existence of the freedom to act is a
defining characteristic of the power relationship. Foucault (1982) claimed that “freedom
may well appear as the condition for the exercise of power” as, “without the possibility
of recalcitrance” (p. 790), without the freedom to make choices, to act and to resist, the
relationship breaks down into one of coercion or constraint. This freedom, he asserts, is
an inseparable component of the exercise of power. It exists as a “permanent support ...
at the very heart of the power relationship” (p. 790) and is an active and ‘intransigent’
foundation for all relations. Hook (2007) supports this assertion with his claim that
“resistance must be a precondition for power: without such forms of contestation and
struggle there would be only complete domination, subservience and obedience” (p. 84).
The alternative to this undesirable state of domination, he claims, can be found in,
The ‘relationality’ of power ... [that] clearly implies qualities of interaction,
dynamism and dialogical interchange, all of which, by virtue of their very bidirectionality, permit opportunities for response, for contestation, for
answering back. (Hook, 2007 p. 84)

Through this comment uttered during our interview, the assistant principal revealed not
only the nature of the circulation of power in the relation between himself and the
principal, but also the freedom which existed for him to disagree.
Foucault (1978) asserts that, “where there is power there is resistance” (p. 95) and in the
relationship between the principal and assistant principal, ‘disagreement, ‘argument’ and
‘conflict’ arose as points of resistance against the attempted dominance of certain ideas
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that were wielded by each player. Although they were in agreement that a middle school
would be brought into being, they had separately investigated in the field, formed
opinions about the validity and usefulness of particular middle schooling principles,
developed ideas about what a middle school could look like at SEC and, as a result, each
held a position they felt compelled to promote and, in some instances, defend. As both
represented status and authority in the school setting, the resistant exchanges that
occurred behind the scenes could be regarded as an equal dialogue between professional
peers. Whilst Hook (2007) might speculate that, in relations such as these, we could
“question whether resistance is in fact being conflated with ‘counter-power’, whether
this order of resistance is not simply an opposing force of an equivalent type to power
itself” (p. 89), he alternatively identifies that, as resistance inheres in power as an essential
element of its existence, it keeps the “space open for resistance as something other than
simply another category of power” (p. 89).
In this way, resistance could be represented not so much an opposition or reaction to
the power in circulation at this time, nor as its own form of power, but as a creative and
productive action that opened a space for a new object to exist. Both players in this key
relationship operated simultaneously as producers of, and resistors to, power effects and
it was through this exchange that the discourse of middle schooling was shaped to
become a local incarnation in the leadership structures of the school. Resistance by each
player, then, can be argued to have become a powerful force of production. This
potential effect of resistance is recognised by Foucault (1978, 1980a, 1982), and others
(Bevir 1999a, 1999b; Clegg, Courpasson and Phillips 2006; Hook 2007; Ball 2013) as not
so much a negative or reactive response to a power relation, but becomes, in fact, a
means through which change is possible. As a force of production, it is through
resistance to the ‘other’ that new statements are uttered, new ideas become possible, new
contingencies are inserted into the discourse, and new objects (including the object of
the Middle School) are formed.

KLA	
  Coordinators:	
  ‘Survivor	
  Mode’	
  
As discussed above, the two key players both shared an equal influence and an
agreement that middle schooling would go ahead. The other two assistant principals
were also supportive, so there was a consensus amongst the executive that middle
schooling for SEC was a good idea. The KLA coordinators, on the other hand, occupied
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different positions of acceptance for the initiative, with some expressing support for
some of the ideas but not the structure or method of implementation, while others
disagreed with the concept entirely. Their resistance also took different forms. These will
be examined as further actions that ‘conditioned the surface’ for the emergence of the
Middle School.
Foucauldian ideas of pastoral power are useful to introduce here on two grounds: a
relationship with the religious foundations of the school, and through an exploration of
the effects of this type of power in this context. Pastoral power is described by Foucault
(1982) as emerging from the origins of the Christian church through the role of the
‘pastor’. It existed in its early incarnation as a technique of power designed for the
“salvation” of the individual in the church’s “flock” (p. 783). This stood in contrast to
the totalising power exerted by the royal sovereign at the time and, with God more
firmly on the side of the pastor, a new technique of ‘care’ began to hold greater influence
than the previous structure of command. This focus on care can be aligned with the
development and aims of the religious school. As a school founded on a Catholic belief
system, SEC held at the core of its pastoral mission “the development of the complete
individual” in a “nurturing community” based on the “Gospel values of faith, hope and
love” (Statement of Mission in Strategic Plan 2002 p. 1). The ultimate goal of the
‘holistic’ education provided by the school was an experience that prepared the students
to “serve others, seek truth and human wisdom, enlightened by Christian values” and, as
a result, “the wider community is enriched and the individual fulfilled” (p. 1). These
goals clearly exemplify the statements and intentions of the earliest pastoral purpose of
the religion institution: as a provider of care of the individual, for the benefit of the
whole society.
With the decreasing influence of the church in more recent times, this form of pastoral
power “spread and multiplied outside the ecclesiastical institution” (Foucault 1982 p.
783). It evolved to take on a broader institutional function beyond its religious
foundations, encompassing a new range of techniques of care, and imbued other social
bodies (family, school, medicine, work) with responsibility for the individual subject.
Forms of government were established, and the state took on a custodial function in the
regulation and monitoring of populations and individuals. This positioned ‘subjectivity’
rather than ‘subjection’ as a new focus for the social body. The focus on the individual as
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subject and the reduction of the power of sovereignty meant that previous patterns of
control and coercion were no longer applicable to the modern state and the result of
these changes was “a new distribution, a new organisation of this kind of individualising
power” (p. 783). This new form of pastoral power had a “very sophisticated structure, in
which individuals can be integrated, under one condition: that this individuality would be
shaped in a new form and submitted to a set of very specific patterns” (p. 783).
However, instead of these patterns effecting simply another type of domination, a form
of ‘self-power’ became apparent within the structures of the institution. A space was
created in which individuals could apprehend ‘right’ thought and action, assimilate these
thoughts and actions with existing values, and regulate and determine appropriate
interaction within the social body. In this space, the subject is positioned as a ‘person
who thinks’, and by virtue of that, a ‘person who acts’ (Foucault 1978) and has the
freedom to accept and abide by the norms of a given society. This leads us to the
contemporary situation whereby techniques of pastoral power “work by convincing the
subject of the rightness of certain acts” and, once convinced, individuals “internalise
such norms so as to act upon and reform themselves” (Bevir 1999a p. 355).
This can be observed through the power of the discourse of tradition that exerted such
nostalgic effects amongst long-standing members of staff (that is, the majority of the
KLA leadership team). None of these staff publicly resisted the initiative. The previous
practices, which had established a tradition of acceptance of authority, here operated as a
mechanism to ensure continuity of outward support of the hierarchy in the new
leadership context. As a result, despite their reservations and their varying degrees of
acceptance of middle schooling as a major change in curriculum for SEC, the KLA
coordinators felt obliged to outwardly support and promote it. Dean (2010) theorises
this kind of situation as one that is conflicted, although ultimately constrained as,
… on the one hand … [there is] the legitimacy of the sovereign … On the
other … the consent and obedience of the governed, of those who are
subject to this authority … The consent of the governed may be found in
tradition, in religious belief, in a primal compact between the governed, in
different forms of authority, or in ideology. (p. 35)
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KLA leaders had previously internalised an acceptance of the position of ‘principal’ as
drawing on both sovereign and pastoral power, and therefore a position ‘not to be
publicly questioned’ in the tradition of the school.
In most dealings with the previous principal, any disagreement or debate was necessarily
smaller-scale and subtle to avoid disapproval and censure. Staff had become accustomed
to self-regulation in their dealings with the ‘pastor’ of the school. At times, this even
extended to whole-faculty ‘covert’ operations, with the English coordinator describing
how staff in her department “went on subversively teaching” content in novels that had
been “banned” by the previous principal (interview, Aug. 2005). This conditioned
acceptance of the role of ‘sovereign pastor’ by staff meant that certain relations of power
remained, and existing patterns of resistance continued to be employed in the new
regime. Elliott (2011), in describing the situation of leadership at the school, notes that,
As a legacy of the hierarchical model of leadership, left by the [previous
administration], the College did not have a strong culture of participation,
collaborative planning, or consultative leadership. Although teachers would
not have regarded their role in the organisation as disempowered or
disenfranchised, they would have been as equally unlikely to engage in work
which interrogated the College’s structures and practices and posited
significant change or innovation. (pp. 92-93)

During these first few years of the new principal’s leadership, the KLA leaders had felt
that they were in what the HSIE coordinator labeled as “survivor mode” (interview,
Mar. 2005). So much change was occurring that those in leadership positions were
occupied dealing with the various committees to which they had been assigned, changes
to physical spaces, curriculum, staffing and their own roles within the school, new
syllabus documents and an impending school inspection. The HSIE coordinator stated,
“it seemed like everything was changing – everything burst at the seams” (interview,
Mar. 2005) and for the Science coordinator, “amongst lots of other change, this was just
another one” (interview, Jun. 2005). This ‘occupation’ placed many of the coordinators,
even those supportive of the need for change, into positions of great discomfort and
established a setting for resistance amongst them to many of the ideas presented by the
principal.
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Conditions	
  for	
  Resistance	
  
Previously, staff had been conditioned for compliance to authority and there had existed
no avenues for them to be directly involved in decisions of governance in the school.
The KLA coordinators had been secure in their previous roles and structured
responsibilities, with very few expectations on them to be either independent or critical
by the previous principal. However, the turmoil of rapid change and the expectations for
staff to be directly involved in change processes set up conditions for resistance by
leadership staff. In addition, the increased expectations and regulation associated with
outcomes-based programming and other administrative accountabilities meant that
coordinators were already feeling quite overwhelmed with essential reforms. Introducing
any innovation which they considered unnecessary and optional, such as middle
schooling, was a great challenge to their sense of what was possible in their professional
context. These sentiments are reflected in the comment, “it wasn’t adversity (sic) to the
concept, it was adversity to the impact it was going to have on everything else that was
going on at the school” (PDHPE coordinator interview, Aug. 2005). This aversion lead
to the potential for dissonance between coordinator investments in particular ways of
operation (such as being professional, in-control, loyal, and coming from positions of
integrity and capacity) and their enabled performance in a rapidly changing school
environment.
The project of change was situated by the executive as an inevitability in the future of
SEC. Consequently, those with less positional power in the structures of the school
needed to access alternative forms of resistance to represent choice. The KLA
coordinators had greater status in the school context than the general staff, but none
were in positions to be included in behind the scenes executive dialogue. As a result, they
did not have the same opportunity to engage in direct disagreement and conflict with the
executive school leaders, especially in the early stages of the initiative. Hook (2007)
suggests that “the factor of resistance which is seen as power’s precondition may not
always be obvious, overtly present”. However, he also recognises that “in such cases it
may benefit us to consider what previous relations of resistance have existed” (p. 85), for
example, in the case of SEC, those in place under the leadership of the previous
principal. This previous relation of resistance is evident in the HSIE coordinator’s
assertion that,
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We’ve been here for a long time. We’ve gotten into certain modes of
thinking and ways of doing and we’ve been through two principals, so we’ve
got our own methods of coping and operating within the system. (interview,
Mar. 2005)

These methods of ‘coping and operating’ had become established practices of resisting
‘within the system’, reflecting the covert nature of much of their resistance.
Just as power is multi-faceted and multi-directional, so is resistance. And in a similar way,
as power takes on an almost infinite variety of forms, so does the resistance which is a
condition of its possibility. In relations of power/resistance, subjects are socially
positioned to respond in particular ways in different circumstances, and to make choices
about what is considered acceptable and what will be rejected. It is again through this
ability to make choices that freedom can be found, although the nature of that freedom
meant something quite different for the KLA coordinators when compared with the
freedom experienced by the assistant principal. Foucault (1982) clarifies this idea further
when he identifies that “[i]t would not be possible for power relations to exist without
points of insubordination which, by definition, are means of escape” (p. 794). For the
KLA coordinators, avenues for resistance (insubordination, freedom, escape) existed and
certain members of this group accessed these to enact their autonomy (within the
limitations of their position in the social order/body). Although an overt display of
resistance was possible in this context, it was not probable due to constraining and
hegemonic forces. Several staff were opposed to either specific ideas or the general
assertion of a need for change, but instead of ‘going to war’ in displays of direct conflict,
individuals and collective groups engaged in ‘political struggle’ (Foucault, 1978 p. 93) to
resist certain positions while promoting others. Foucault (1982) argues that for
“individual or collective subjects who are faced with a field of possibilities … several
ways of behaving, several reactions and diverse comportments, may be realised” (p. 790).
Resistance to change became the means, by many, of accessing this ‘field of possibilities’.
However, overt resistance was less likely in this context. Whilst they did enact direct
resistance at times, KLA leaders more frequently utilised micro-instances of resistance to
demonstrate their capacity, freedom and choice. This took the form of such things as:
vigorously debating the value of particular changes in meetings, negative ‘mutterings’ by
particular resistors in an attempt to influence others to their way of thinking, ‘leaking’ of
sensitive information to general staff for the debate (and further resistance) to be taken
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up outside of the leadership context, and not actively initiating, investigating or
implementing change ideas unless directly instructed to do so by the executive. One
coordinator was very concerned and complained regularly, yet quietly, about what these
changes could mean for her subject, especially as she had just finished revising the Year
Seven programs, whilst a few were insistent in their opposition and took every
opportunity within their faculties to question the validity of any move toward change
(informal interviews; personal observations documented in research journal; formal KLA
coordinator interviews, 2004-05; assistant principal interview, Aug. 2008).
These actions of resistance can be aligned with one of the three modes of resistance
proposed by Ford, Ford and McNamara (2002), those of complacent, resigned and
cynical resistance (pp. 110-113). Each of these forms of resistance comes from a
different background position although, in many ways, the effects are the same, leading
to the ‘slowing down’ or ‘blocking’ of change initiatives. Complacent resistance could be
seen in a refusal to acknowledge that there was a problem. This position is evident
through “talk about relative comfort and satisfaction with the way things are, the way
things are done, and their preferred continuation to ensure success in the future” (p.
110). The question raised by the Science coordinator, “we were already doing well, why
did we need to change things anyway?” (interview, Jun. 2005) and the HSIE
coordinator’s comments that the new executive were “basically dismantling [previous,
successful practices] like vertically organised curriculum ... and seemingly destroying the
specialist KLA areas” (interview, Mar. 2005) reflect this idea, that the past was a
successful place and any proposed or actual change became a threat to the continuance
of this state. Others were much more passive in their resistance, choosing to remove
themselves completely from the debate around middle schooling. However, from the
perspective of the assistant principal, “whether they [were] critical or silent, they [were]
still critical” (interview, Aug. 2008).
Resigned resistance is evident in similar practices to complacent resistance, and is
reflected in “a lack of motivation and an apparent unwillingness to participate” (Ford et
al., 2002 p. 111). The Science coordinator expressed this type of resistance through his
reluctant acceptance that this change would go ahead in his statement, “I didn’t like it ...
[but] there was nothing I could do about it” (interview, Jun. 2005). The HSIE
coordinator identified the effects of this lack of choice in decision-making and change
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with his comment, “at a KLA level we tended to react to initiatives rather than initiate
them - we had no other choice” (interview, Mar. 2005). Resigned resistance was also
evident in the general feeling of mistrust about the executive’s level of transparency in
making decisions at the school, and their ability to implement effective change. The
English coordinator commented that “I don’t really think I believe anything ... [the
executive] say” (interview, Sept. 2005) while the PDHPE coordinator talked repeatedly
throughout our interview about executive plans being kept “behind the scenes” and
“hush-hush” (interview, Aug. 2005). She also made reference to her past experiences
with the executive as justification for her resistance,
I was very skeptical ... because I thought it was very threatening, it would be
very threatening for staff. I was also concerned that -- I hoped they had a
good plan. Because the executive were always known as being ‘ideas people’,
but not good implementers. They weren’t good at task management and
task, you know, planning and implementation. They weren’t good at that.
They’ve never been good at that. (interview, Aug. 2005)

This statement effectively places the reason for resistance firmly outside of the
coordinator herself, in her concern for ‘the staff’ and, in her assessment of an inherent
flaw in these particular executive leaders. It indicates that, “another individual or
organisation could likely succeed” (Ford et al., 2002 p. 111), but there was doubt about
the capacity of this group.
Cynical resistance is described as more abrasive and negative in its effects. This mode of
resistance is the most likely to be enacted as “sabotage, hidden agendas, and politicking”
(Ford et al., 2002 p. 113). However, according to Ford et al. (2002) this resistance stems
from a position of failure and pessimism, reflected in the type of comments that
highlight that, ‘it didn’t work in the past and it won’t work now either’. In contrast to
resigned resistance, which places failure as arising from flaws in the individuals involved,
cynical resistance places the reason for the failure (actual or predicted) on an external
reality with a foundation in ‘fact’. This position was expressed very clearly by the
PDHPE coordinator, who said, “they forwarded us some readings [about middle
schooling] ... it read as if it had been done to death [overseas]... and they abandoned it
[there]” (interview, Aug. 2005), indicating her opinion that a similar failure would occur
at SEC. The cynical approach can also be framed as “hostile and aggressive attacks on
the proposed change” (Ford et al., 2002 p. 112). Statements from coordinators, such as,
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“we saw her building a factory model” (HSIE coordinator interview, Mar. 2005) and “I
didn’t think too much of it ... none of them [the executive] knew how it was going to
work” (PDHPE coordinator interview, Aug. 2005) could be described in this way. The
assistant principal also recounted a conversation he had with another KLA coordinator
that reflected her cynical attitude,
... she said “this is a thoroughly bad idea” and a couple of the arguments
were “we’re sick of change, there is no good evidence to say that we need to
do this and we are consistently appraised as an academically excellent
school, so we’re fine the way we are and what we’re going to do is to
empower a generation of little people”. (interview, Aug. 2008)

For this coordinator, the many negatives of the proposal were overwhelming and
provided clear evidence that it should not go ahead.
Many of these resistant actions took the form of ‘routine resistance’, which are those
small instances of action or inaction occurring through the every day realities of life in
this context. Prasad and Prasad (2001) describe these seemingly covert or unintentional
forms of resistance as the most difficult to identify, as they can often be attributed to
reasons other than resistance. They claim that “resistance is not something that is
concretely present and easily identifiable in any organisation” (p. 111). For example,
‘accidentally’ leaking key information may be explained as careless, although not
malicious, or consistently promoting the virtues of tradition could be viewed as being
loyal to the past, rather that an attack on the present. ‘Losing’ readings or ‘forgetting’ to
read them could also be identified as actions of ‘routine resistance’, or simply a reflection
of the busy workload of these leaders. And while “managers could not be complacent
about the compliance of their subordinates” (Prasad and Prasad, 2001 p. 120), on the
whole, executive staff dismissed these actions of possible resistance as either irrelevant in
the continued push toward change, or as the coincidental acts of an ‘uninformed’
population. Even when the intentions of these kinds of acts and opinions were clearly
resistant, they were mostly dismissed as invalid, which allowed the executive to remain
secure about their plans for change. This is exemplified in the words of the assistant
principal, who said (somewhat facetiously), “And some of them - I think I was right to
just disqualify right off because their opinions, although they were strongly held, they
were poorly informed and mostly hysterical” (interview, Aug. 2008).
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As a result of the resistance bubbling beneath and sometimes on the surface of SEC, the
situation was not readily amenable to the introduction of middle schooling. When the
early ideas around middle schooling were introduced to leaders, they were initially met
with scepticism, despite individual positions of interest or resistance. While, the KLA
coordinators could not be characterised as homogeneous in their forms of resistance and
acceptance, they shared a common investment in the previous culture, structures and
traditions of the school. A final quote from the PDHPE coordinator summarises their
positions,
Obviously they wanted to move and shake and they wanted SEC to stand
out there before anyone else ... [but] All of the subject coordinators were
very sceptical ... because of the evident and obvious lack of foresight and
planning. I think staff, like everything, would have been more accepting if
things had been more apparent, had things been more transparent and had
there been better planning, you know, better timelines. Everything was so
quick. (interview, Aug. 2005)

Conditions	
  for	
  Alignment	
  
The sovereign power of the executive within the school was not able to break down the
bloc of resistance to change which had developed amongst staff. The assistant principal
needed to engage different relations of power to influence perceptions of change and
reposition the leaders for a more favourable acceptance of middle schooling. In his
attempt to challenge this culture of resistance and develop a greater openness to current
theories and practices of pedagogical innovation (not only the ideas of middle
schooling), the assistant principal implemented several strategic approaches to bring key
KLA leaders and general staff onside. He used particular strategies in combination in an
attempt to subjugate his evident sovereign power and provide opportunities for the
leaders to position him, and his ideas, differently against their perceptions of tradition.
These became essential manoeuvres in further conditioning the surface so that middle
schooling could be spoken about in any kind of constructive or positive way: first
amongst school leaders and, subsequently, the wider staff community.
These approaches were situated around three particular operations, which together
became conditions for the existence of middle schooling at SEC. First, he adopted
strategies designed to build an alternative sense of community that would influence the
ways in which staff agreed with his ideas. Second, he drew on strategic literature and
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research to promote particular ideas about change, pedagogy, engagement and students
and finally, he formed strategic coalitions with key members of staff. Although these
strategies were not focused solely on the KLA leaders, it was toward this group that
many of these early tactics were directed.

Alternative	
  Sense	
  of	
  Community	
  

The nostalgic community at SEC was a very powerful force and needed to be brought
onside before any acceptance of middle schooling could be considered. In order to
achieve a broader acceptance of change, an alternative community needed to be created
which promoted particular ideas staff could align with whilst maintaining a sense of
integrity with their previous beliefs. As an independent, religious school, a key part of
the discourse of tradition was a sense of faith and substantial commitment to the
Catholic history of its foundations. It was this faith that drew members of the
community together, and the previous religious principal had built a very clear faith
identity for the school. Even those who did not share this faith held it in high regard as
an important and inescapable foundation for the discourse of tradition at SEC. The
assistant principal drew upon these religious foundations and openly declared his own
strong relationship with his faith, which was a key element of his personal and
professional subjectivity. Prior to his role as assistant principal, he had been employed as
the Religious Education coordinator. From his earliest arrival at SEC, he was always
critically involved in religious events and ceremonies and promoted the importance of
faith to both staff and students, during staff prayer and briefings, school assemblies and
amongst the leadership team (research journal, Dec. 2002).
His commitment to this part of the tradition was never under question and others always
located him as firmly within the faith context of the school. Although he had been
positioned as an ‘outsider’ and a ‘newcomer’ by many staff, he was clearly an ‘insider’
when it came to the promotion and authenticity of his Catholic faith. This meant that
any of his attempts to build on the religious subjectivities of staff in the creation of
community had greater power than if he had moved in this way from a position external
to the faith community. As such, he was drawing on a discourse that was already
authorised by the previous context of tradition at SEC with some authority and
credibility. This provided an alternative reading of both the assistant principal and some
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of his ideas, and enabled the drive toward change to be positioned as continuing the
project begun by the original, religious order of nuns.
One of the ways the principal and assistant principal drew upon the religious foundation
of the school began in the early years of their partnership as leaders. They undertook a
process of critical reading of key theological and philosophical texts related to the
specific Catholic tradition and historical foundation of the school. They used selected
readings from these texts as opening items in staff meetings and directions for
contemplation on coordinator retreats. The assistant principal used these readings, both
in his identified role as the leader for community development and they also served to
reposition conceptions of change and nostalgia. By appropriating these texts for use in
activities designed to build community, he modified and introduced new meanings to the
texts, whilst also drawing upon discourses which were difficult to challenge in the
context of tradition.
One of the most important texts, which was used with regularity in many settings, was
the Rule of Benedict, an ancient text of fifty-three chapters written by Saint Benedict, the
Abbot of Monte Cassino during the sixth century CE. This was a key text within the
philosophical foundations of the school and had been often referred to during the
previous leadership. As a foundation text containing many rules and ideologies, it had
the potential to be used in any number of ways to create any number of messages. Sister
Maria had made greater reference to the passages that emphasised the rule of the
monastic sovereign, the Abbot, to promote compliance and duty without “hesitation,
delay ... grumbling or complaint” (Chapter V), while the principal and assistant principal
drew upon those parts of the text that encouraged openness and change in order to
improve outcomes for the ‘monastery’. These passages were used by the executive in this
new and developing context to encourage “the willingness [of community members] to
engage and to be open so as to be transformed” with an “openness to the serendipity of
community inquiry” as the potential result (Elliott, 2011 p. 94).
The use of Rule of Benedict had substantial power, and the alignment of communal duty
with acceptance of change was made very clear. The terms ‘open’, ‘engaged’ and
‘transformed’ were positioned as beneficial and desirable qualities for approaching
change, whilst the implicit alternatives, of ‘closed’, ‘disengaged’ and ‘stagnant’, were not.
For leaders and general staff to reject these texts would be to reject one of the key
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foundations of the discourse of tradition and thus undermine their own investments in
maintaining a commitment to the past. So, while they may have questioned the
authenticity or integrity of the use of these ideologies, they could not resist the spiritual
and religious messages they contained. As a result, change was then able to be positioned
by the executive leaders as a religious imperative in the community of SEC.

Strategic	
  Literature	
  and	
  Research	
  

In order to further infiltrate the nostalgic wall of scepticism, the assistant principal
established a practice of professional reading amongst school leaders (KLA coordinator
interviews, 2004-2005). He promoted ideas of change by distributing literature and weblinks about innovative curriculum, including middle schooling, and sought to normalise
the practice of pedagogical discussion and debate in leadership meetings. He identified
the distribution of this material as a process of “change management” designed to
“prepare the soil for planting the seeds and starting the arguments” (interview, Aug.
2008). This strategy was aimed at producing a surface which supported the emergence of
middle schooling in the pedagogical environment. He used current pedagogical language
and theories in conversations with staff and was specific in his distribution of selected
readings in an attempt to encourage dialogue about change, pedagogy, engagement and
students. Although he stated that there existed a “culture of educational argument at
SEC ... where people do argue for their points of view” (interview, Aug. 2008), he wanted
to direct this argument toward particular outcomes in support of change. He believed
that the distribution of professional literature would lead to “healthy debate” and
“professional growth for everyone”. This process of discursive debate became essential
in establishing the situation amongst the staff, and particularly leaders, where they were
accepting of the need for change, even if not agreed upon the method.
As a part of his research degree, the assistant principal had previously conducted an
action research project about engagement at the school. He drew upon this as further
evidence to support the imperative that revising educational tradition was not only
desirable, but necessary. This research construed students and their engagement with
learning as problematic and made reference to the various ways in which students at
SEC were disengaged from learning. In his report about this research, the assistant
principal wrote that “At SEC, disengagement is ... likely to present as underperformance,
acting out and a general lack of investment in learning and assessment” (assistant
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principal, 2004 p. 37). The document positioned young adolescent students as
‘disengaged’, ‘underachieving’, ‘alienated’ and ‘hormonal’ and argued that “ignoring them
[the students needs]” would be an act that could only be described as “immoral” (p. 37).
The findings of this research presented engagement as a substantial problem which
could only be addressed with change and one of the proposed solutions was the
introduction of a designated middle school.
It was through this research that the discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’
emerged, which became a very powerful discourse amongst the school leaders (and later,
a well-established discourse amongst general staff). As committed educators, the ultimate
goal of any strategy was to achieve this aim, which was also strongly supported by
previous investments in the discourse of tradition. This became another discursive
association utilised by the assistant principal which was difficult to contest. Any effort by
KLA leaders to do so would be to reject the very foundations of their professional
subjectivities and, particularly, their investments as leaders of education within the
school context and heritage. As recognised by the assistant principal, “every single
coordinator that I’ve ever worked with [at SEC] had the best interest of the kids at
heart” (interview, Aug. 2008) and he said that he was relying on this notion of ‘care’ to
lead toward “some good community discernment and some good collaborative wisdom”
to bring them onside. Whilst there was substantial debate and much disagreement with
the assistant principal’s research findings, with some leaders refusing to believe that there
was any problem with students at SEC at all, none could refute that better outcomes for
students was a powerful goal. The KLA coordinators did not know how they were to
improve these outcomes, but they all (to varying degrees) were now positioned to agree
that it couldn’t happen without change (KLA coordinator interviews, 2004-2005).

Strategic	
  Coalitions	
  

A final strategy adopted by the assistant principal to improve acceptance of change at
SEC, and subsequently the acceptance of middle schooling, was to form alliances with
influential members of staff. These coalitions became far more powerful than their
individual members and operated in subtle ways to induce a repositioning of both the
assistant principal and the nostalgic discourse of tradition, further opening the way for
the discursive continuation of middle schooling. He targeted members of staff, including
myself, whom he believed to have some use in either vocally supporting change or
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implementing it, and he employed what he later labelled as “nuanced leadership”
(interview, Aug. 2008). He sent these targeted members of staff to specific professional
development programs and selected them for privileged administrative and pedagogical
duties in the school (such as writing the school Strategic Plan). He provided reading
material at pivotal moments (for example, providing me with articles on Project Based
Learning and WebQuests at a time when I had expressed some interest in these areas)
and invited these staff for meetings with him about future directions and pedagogical
innovation (particularly related to the use of technology). He encouraged them to visit
him regularly to discuss their educational projects and the implementation of various
ideas in the classroom context. Not all of these staff were in positions of leadership, but
he identified those who had potential for future or increased leadership and those he
believed to already be innovative and interested in change. He strategically set up
conditions so that these members of staff became the new voices of change, many of
whom were later to become key in the developing middle school.
While the assistant principal recognised that it was not possible to get everyone onside
with regard to pedagogical innovation, he expressed that if he could only influence his
particularly chosen key members of staff, then changes would happen and “eventually
others would come to see their worth and success” (interview, Aug. 2008). This situation
attempted to bypass the need for change to be hierarchically positioned and
subsequently created a more open field for ideas leading to middle schooling to take
hold. KLA leaders were amongst those who began to see that members of their own
faculties were becoming change and innovation focused; for example the HSIE
coordinator commented on this about his own staff on several occasions (research
journal, Dec. 2002). This led to the situation where leaders either did not want to be
upstaged by their pedagogically creative staff or, alternatively, they felt the need to be
responsive to the increasing interest in investigating and implementing innovative
curriculum. Continued resistance would challenge their leadership subjectivities. To
maintain their roles as active leaders of curriculum required a repositioning of their
attitudes toward change, or risk becoming obsolete in the changing professional context.
Inevitably, this strategy became another way in which the leaders were required to
concede in their firmly held resistance or investments and situate themselves as more
accepting of the need for change, ultimately including the introduction of middle
schooling.
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Alone or in combination, these strategies conditioned the surface of emergence to allow
the discourse of middle schooling to have greater possibility and discursive existence
amongst leaders at SEC. They allowed the assistant principal to adopt an approach
which positioned him amongst the leaders in ways different from their previous
conceptions of him. His personal investments of faith aligned him with others in the
community and, although he drew upon the tradition of the school to challenge and
reposition it, the accepted belief became that he did it to improve the learning
experiences of the students. His greater power amongst the KLA leaders developed due
to his philosophy of education which they came to recognise as sophisticated, reflective
and progressive, with the HSIE coordinator stating that “... he [had] a philosophy of
education which [was] holistic and he introduced terms like authentic learning”
(interview, Mar. 2005) while the English coordinator describing him as a “polymath”
(interview, Sept. 2005). He was seen to be genuinely interested and knowledgeable about
innovation and creative approaches to pedagogy and curriculum and it was in this
context that the promotion and power of ideas such as middle schooling became
possible. And, strategically, he had also become the leader of an alternative community
of KLA coordinators accepting (to varying degrees) of the need for change, despite their
investments in the discourse of tradition.

2.2 Conditions and Contingency
Foucault’s (1994) conceptualisation of the “conditions of possibility” (p. 244) is an
elaboration of the regulations and necessary conditions under which certain dialogue,
research or events are able to take place at a given time. In this sense, he is referring to
the conditions which must exist in order for any particular action to be in the first
instance, possible and in the second, counted. He ties the concept to an explanation of
the episteme, which he uses to identify those knowledges, truths and relations that reside
behind an individual’s (or indeed a society’s) essential understandings and constitute what
it is to know, how it is to know and what is possible to know in a given experience (p.
244). It is this episteme, he claims, which “defines the conditions of possibility of all
knowledge, whether expressed in a theory or silently invested in a practice” (p. 168).
Hook (2007) further defines the conditions of possibility as,
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the formative and constraining systems governing discourse. These are
institutions, social structures and practices that limit and constrict the free
flow of discourse, which both reinforce and renew it ... within a thorough
analysis of the power of discursive practices. (p. 104)

As ‘constraining systems’ these conditions regulate the circumstances within which new
discourses can emerge and the rules to which they are subject in their continuation. In
this way, the conditions of possibility were those factors – social, relational, structural,
pedagogical – that needed to be in place before the idea of middle schooling could first
emerge in the discursive environment of SEC. For example, dialogue about middle
schooling at SEC could not exist without certain conditions which allowed it to be both
meaningful and possible in this context. The prior existence of external pedagogical
research is one of the conditions which provided a foundation for the discourse. The
assistant principal drew upon the authority of this discourse to enable the possibility of
middle schooling discussions and, through this, further opened the conditions which
made acceptance of the ideas of middle schooling possible.
Enmeshed in the conditions of possibility are those other factors, the “accidents of
history” (Kendall and Wickham, 1999 p. 5) that, by chance, determine local trajectories
and endemic circumstances in a way that is described as ‘contingent’. These
contingencies are not necessarily determined by chance as such, but they are the
“possible result of a whole series of complex relations between other events” (p. 5). This
means that an unplanned event, relation, action or statement can determine the
emergence of a particular idea or discourse, or shape the path that it will follow in a way
that is instrumental, but not essential, to its existence. The very nature of these factors as
‘possibilities’ leads to the situation where “knowledge, identity and social relations are all
contingent: at a given time, they all take a particular form, but they could have been –
and can become – different” (Jørgensen and Phillips 2002, p. 37).
However, these contingencies do not occur through random and unrestrained forces;
they are themselves bound by the conditions in which they appear. They are only
possible due to certain conditions and, although they are contingent in their influence
upon the event, they can emerge as determinants only within the rules of operation in a
given circumstance. In addition to this uncertain state, Grebe (2009) further describes
contingency as holding a dual function, as “both the condition of possibility and
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condition of impossibility” (Grebe, 2009 p. 599). At each moment, contingent actions
(as regulated by their own background conditions) will not only become dominant in
certain situations, but also determine what will not be conceivable in that same situation.
It is in this way that certain contingencies had shaped the discourse of middle schooling
so that it could be situated to exist in constructive dialogue amongst leaders, and now
continued to operate as regulative determinants in its future.
There were four operational contingencies that characterised the further take-up of the
idea of middle schooling and the evolving characteristics of its emergence. The first of
these was the implementation of strategic actions of persuasion by the executive,
including the need to acquire funding from the Board of Directors for major building
redevelopment while convincing them that middle schooling could be a viable future for
SEC. These two particular actions were connected, as a portion of the approved funds
would subsequently be allocated to the initiative. The second contingency was the
positional shift in leadership subjectivities demonstrated by some of the KLA
coordinators. This was a particularly influential factor as these coordinators were all
established members of staff and their positive comments about the proposal became a
powerful act of support. The third contingency was the planning for a semi-integrated
class for a group of gifted Year Seven students, which became an unintended model for
one version of the proposed middle school (and had many similarities with the model
that is eventually chosen in the following year). The fourth determinant for the
introduction of middle schooling was contingent on the presentation of the problem of
engagement for the whole staff body. The assistant principal’s research was
communicated to the staff in order to establish engagement as an area of concern that
needed to be addressed in future planning of the school.
Each contingency varied in its power to influence events, depending on the association
by different individuals and the contexts in which they were apprehended. No single
contingency had ascendant power in determining acceptance of middle schooling, but
together constituted ‘fertile ground’ for the discourse to be introduced to the whole staff
and ‘nourishment’ for its further growth. Together, events and contingencies shifted and
directed the power of the middle schooling discourse to the point that a critical mass was
reached amongst the school leaders, and it was agreed (by the end of this chapter) that
the idea of middle schooling would go public to the whole staff community. This second
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section of the chapter will now explore each of these four contingencies and their
influence on the evolving discourse.

Strategies of Persuasion
Foucault (1982) uses the term ‘strategy’ to describe three different modes of operation in
a power relation; he labels these as the ‘mechanisms’ used to gain or maintain power (pp.
793-794). The first of these applications is “the means employed to attain a certain end ...
to arrive at an objective”; the second is “the manner in which a partner in a certain game
acts with regard to what he thinks should be the action of the others and what he
considers the others think to be his own ... to have the advantage over others”; and the
third is “the procedures used in a situation of confrontation to deprive the opponent of
his means of combat and to reduce him to giving up the struggle ... to obtain victory” (p.
793). Additionally, he states,
These three meanings come together in situations of confrontation - war or
games - where the objective is to act upon an adversary in such a manner as
to render the struggle impossible for him. So strategy is defined by the
choice of winning solutions. (p. 793)

These descriptions provide some useful points to guide an analysis of the operations of
power and strategy between the executive leaders and the KLA coordinators. In many
ways, the situation that had developed amongst the members of these groups could be
likened to a ‘war’ or ‘battle-game’ in which each side was attempting to enact the
‘winning solution’, through the use of strategies of power and strategies of resistance. As
a combat involving seemingly unequally matched positions of force, it would appear that
in some regard, victory was guaranteed as the executive had the ultimate decision-making
power to introduce and enact the proposed changes. However, the freedom of resistance
(identified in the previous discussion) meant that it did not happen in such a smooth and
seamless manner. The executive needed to utilise a number of strategic approaches in
the hope to reach their chosen objective, gain advantage over the resistors and obtain
victory in the introduction of middle schooling at SEC.
The principal and assistant principal employed all three of these strategic approaches
described by Foucault in various ways and at particular times to achieve a greater
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acceptance of the idea of middle schooling amongst particular stakeholders (at this stage
of the initiative, the Board of Directors and KLA coordinators). They focused very
clearly on their united objective, the formation of a middle school at SEC, and each
strategy they used throughout the period of this study was directed toward this goal. The
first of these strategic manoeuvres by the assistant principal took the form of a
persuasive document following his attendance at a pivotal conference, in order to
convince the Board of Directors that middle schooling would be a good idea for the
school. This was an important strategy, as once the two key players could convince the
Board to support the idea, they could then build further strategies on this acceptance,
such as introducing the initiative to the whole staff body.

Convincing	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  
In order for a physical space to exist for any future middle school, plans for changes to
the buildings and architectural spaces were required before the next stage could be
possible. The executive leaders had been working toward these changes, and two
contingent factors became conditions of possibility on which these strategies were built.
An audit and Board of Studies school inspection, as well as the assistant principal
attending a particular conference in Adelaide, became those ‘accidents of history’ that
provided further grounding for the introduction of middle schooling at SEC. This
conference was to become a critical turning point in the development of the discourse,
and it also had a contingent role to play in shaping future ideas about middle schooling
and provided a foundation for many of the strategies to follow.
The principal sent the assistant principal to a conference about learning technologies and
spaces in Adelaide, shortly after his appointment to his new role in 2002. This
conference, ‘Leading the Learning Edge’, became a contingency of possibility for the
proposal to gain hold in this space. However, it was not at the conference itself, but
during one of the site visits that the assistant principal was introduced to an operational
middle school in a traditional school context. The middle school he visited had
dismantled many of the physical and administrative structures of a traditional school.
They had remodelled their existing, older buildings to create more open and student
centred learning spaces, incorporating technology in a fundamental way (before this was
more commonplace in many school contexts). They also removed timetable constraints
to allow for, as described by the assistant principal, an “experience of learning that was
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dynamic and fluid, as well as being based on notions of relational learning ... so that the
kids could see themselves as part of a community within the bigger community of the
school” (interview, Aug. 2008). His engagement with these ideas became important
reference points for the assistant principal in the later promotion of the philosophy and
structure of middle schooling at SEC.
What sparked his interest during this visit, however, was not the pedagogy or philosophy
of the middle school, but the architecture and the physical spaces which had been
created at the school. He found himself, as he reflects in the following quote, “thinking,
perhaps for the first time in any real serious way, about what we do with our learning
structures that either present barriers to learning or stimulate or promote learning or
cater to various needs of learners” (interview, Aug. 2008). This statement reflects that
middle schooling was almost incidental to the development – it happened to fit and he
had seen it in action in Adelaide – but what he really wanted was large-scale structural,
technological and pedagogical change that would support the introduction of ‘better
outcomes for students’. Having already had some exposure to the idea of middle
schooling, it was this conference and school visit which prompted the assistant principal
to see the architectural possibilities of creating a space for a middle school at SEC for
students “using technology and the spaces that supported them” (interview, Aug. 2008).
On his return to the school, the assistant principal “kept the conversation going with
[the principal]” about the potential of a middle school for SEC. The principal had also
recently attended a principal’s conference where the concepts of middle schooling were
important discussion points. This meant that these key people behind the introduction
of middle schooling were thinking in the same kinds of ways. The assistant principal
believed that “because there was [a] resonance between the two of us in the leadership
team, that created a synergy that became a plan” (interview, Aug. 2008).
Both the Board of Studies school inspection and an independent audit had identified
many of the facilities at the school as “substandard and old”, a legacy of the tight budget
maintained by the previous principal. The assistant principal provided a summary of the
audit, which revealed,
... basically that we weren’t in a good way in some areas of the school. Our
floor space of our library was inadequate, that our Science labs were poor,
that we had far too much administration space according to standards and
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averages ... that some of our GLAs were useless ... and food tech were
pretty poor. (interview, Aug. 2008)

These reports and their recommendations became an injunction for the principal to
embark upon further change initiatives, in particular the architectural redevelopment of
the whole school environment. The assistant principal identified that “with those two
motivators, the whole school inspection by the Board of Studies and the audit of
facilities by the architect, that gave [the principal] the lever she needed with the Board of
Directors, to look at the finances required” for such a large renovation.

The	
  Discussion	
  Paper	
  
The first in a series of strategic steps directly employed by the assistant principal was the
creation of a six-page discussion paper for the Board of Directors about the issues raised
at the conference and recommendations for the future of the school (Leading the
Learning Edge ACEL/LETA Conference, Adelaide: Discussion Paper, 2002). Following
from the conference, this document acted as a condition upon which any future middle
school could exist. It contained material that directly influenced particular possibilities in
terms of technology, space and pedagogy and, critically, it was the first concrete instance
of the term ‘middle school’ in the context of SEC. Although the idea of middle
schooling had been gaining increasing ground in education (see Chapter 1), it was not a
commonly identified discourse, certainly not at SEC, and was often understood to be
referring to “the American model” (HSIE coordinator interview, Mar. 2003) of middle
schooling, that of a separate campus for students in particular year groups. Very few had
any awareness of the difference in pedagogy that an Australian conception of a middle
school entailed. Presenting the terminology and its underlying philosophy to the Board
of Directors, and tying it to the future of schooling, meant that the Board members had
an opportunity to agree to its relevance for the school in the early stages of its
development.
The discussion paper served several key purposes for the assistant principal, all of which
were related to his role as the leader of community development. As he had been
recently promoted to this newly created executive position, one of his early tasks was to
address the Board on key recommendations regarding the future development in the
school. The submission and tone of this paper served to raise his profile as a leader in
this capacity, especially as the language and content used by the assistant principal
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embodied his positioning as an intellectual, a visionary and an expert pedagogue. He
made reference to current educational concepts and themes and assumed an academic
understanding by his audience through his choice of language. The actual physical
presentation of the material also demonstrated his mastery and expertise in the use of
digital technology and it existed as a highly professional and compelling document
amongst decision makers at the school.
Importantly, this document also contained recommendations that tied together the
future of pedagogical (middle schooling) and resource (facilities renewal) development at
SEC. The assistant principal argued that “the renewal of facilities could bring about a
revolution in educational opportunities”. In this way, the text also repositioned ‘change’
as ‘renewal’ which was framed in turn as ‘revolutionary’ and ‘exciting’ and a more
positive and desirable outcome for the school. He promoted the idea that, “Our
facilities renewal program is an opportunity for exciting development and change ... SEC
could establish itself through the facilities renewal as a school of excellence”. The
underlying communication of the discussion paper could be summarised in the following
way: ‘what I have presented here is the ‘future’ of schooling; SEC is currently
unequipped to move into that future; and we can address this inadequacy through
improving technology, developing our resources and facilities, and exploring the
possibility of a middle school to tie these together’.
To situate the ideas contained in the discussion paper as important for students and as
valid proposals for future directions at SEC, the assistant principal utilised three
persuasive actions in the construction of these arguments. The first of these was through
the use of persuasive language to align Board members with the importance of the
material presented. The document referred to such things as “the power of the internet”,
the “global community” and “learning without boundaries”, which enhanced ideas of
expansion and connection that could be improved though an adoption of this new
framework. Terms such as “seamless”, “values”, “growth”, “interaction” and
“collaboration” promoted the positive outcomes of the proposed changes, while
“colourful”, “stimulating”, “flexible” and “exciting” learning spaces were proffered as
the means to support the success of any developments. Some “innovations” were
recommended as “inexpensive” and “no challenge”, which generated a perception of
‘ease’ with regard to certain proposals and the overall tone of the document was one of
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enthusiasm and support for “harnessing future possibilities” through the “valuable
opportunity” that this initiative represented.
The second persuasive action contained in the discussion paper was to highlight the
inadequacies of the current situation at SEC. This was achieved through unfavourable
comparisons with the various schools the assistant principal had been exposed to at the
conference. He identified the areas of technology and learning spaces as being of critical
concern, and that the current situation was in danger of “actually restrict[ing] learning”
as it was “designed for the convenience of the institution” rather than reflecting an
“understanding of the nature of young people” and “the environments in which they
learn best”. He highlighted that the broadband connection at SEC was inferior to that in
operation at any of the schools represented by delegates at the conference and that the
learning spaces which comprised most of the school were “built for productivity, not
creativity”. The situation at SEC was presented in contrast to inspirational schools that
were successful in “tying together learning outcomes with built resources”, using
“innovative use of internet technologies” and “creativity and sensory stimulation being
both explicit and implicit in facilities design”. The traditional buildings and practices of
SEC appeared very archaic and static in this comparison.
In addition to the inadequacies of learning environments, the assistant principal also
argued for the repositioning of the teacher’s role in the classroom, with his challenge
that, “the time when teachers drew their authority from the breadth and depth of their
content knowledge has well and truly passed”. This statement provided further evidence
of the need for change while signalling future challenges in moving toward these
proposed initiatives. The document also made connections with the areas of concern
identified in both the Board of Studies inspection and the independent audit, reports
that were familiar to members of the Board of Directors (assistant principal interview,
Aug. 2008). As the Board held the responsibility of ‘steering’ the school along favourable
paths, the negative aspects of SEC were presented to them as areas that could be
addressed through “planning and developing the future agenda of the school”. The
assistant principal highlighted the need to ‘keep up’ with the initiatives introduced in
comparable schools with his statement that, “The conference was a valuable opportunity
to reflect on where SEC stands in relation to our peer schools and where we stand as we
face a future characterised by accelerating change”. It was through this simultaneous
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positioning of inadequacies alongside future possibilities in the text that made the
discussion paper a strategic action, promoting a particular view of change.
The third persuasive element contained in the document was the strategy of ‘visionbuilding’ through the provision of scenarios and examples of ideal learning experiences
and environments. Many of these scenarios described schools that had similarly
undertaken the process of change and, in particular, “those schools and systems
undergoing redevelopment”. The school where the assistant principal had been so
inspired was an important point of reference as many of these changes had been
implemented “in an established school” using “existing buildings”. The assistant
principal referred to ‘experts’ in relevant fields, “world famous” architects and learning
designers, to support his claims that the spaces he visited represented current best
practice in these domains. He wrote, “During my site visit ... I saw how ... [these
changes] had been implemented in an established school. It provided me with a view of
the regeneration of buildings in a traditional private school”. This was a key point of
comparison in the construction of this particular vision, as SEC was also embarking
upon a similar process of renewal. As a long-established private school with strong links
to tradition, it had certain factors in common with the Adelaide school.
Middle schooling became an important element of this vision for the future of SEC. The
assistant principal proposed the creation of a middle school as a solution to many of
these issues raised: the changing nature of teaching, students and classrooms, and the
inadequate state of the facilities at SEC. He asserted that “middle schools, in particular,
have an opportunity to eliminate or at least ameliorate these factors” and he went on to
describe an idealised, inspirational physical and pedagogical space that could become the
core of the change he was proposing. The future middle school would be characterised
by such things as: “the teacher as the passionate practitioner”, “integrated projects”,
“middle-school spaces”, “self-directed learning”, “a separate middle school and high
school”, “curriculum innovations” and, in particular, he included a series of dot-points
to describe how this ideal leaning space might operate (many of which were to become
features of the eventual middle school at SEC):
•

project-based integrated middle school curriculum

•

middle-school teaching teams - with core teachers and specialists
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•

a separation of middle management into middle school coordinators and high
school coordinators

•

longer lessons

•

minimal movements of students through the school

(Leading the Learning Edge ACEL/LETA Conference, Adelaide: Discussion Paper,
2002)
In the discussion paper, he described a middle school as an ideal structure to tie together
all of the proposed changes, “extensive building development ... driven by curriculum
change, staff development and the need to integrate ICT resources in learning spaces”.
It was in this document that the assistant principal articulated the need to engage SEC
staff in change processes at the school. He argued that, “we must find a range of ways to
engage our colleagues in participative change”. He anticipated staff acceptance of the
‘renewal’ as a major concern, and his identification of this to the Board demonstrated his
awareness of the types of challenges that would be faced. At the same time, this was
another strategic manoeuvre on the part of the assistant principal. Although the staff
were named as “colleagues” in the document, a term with connotations of partnership
and association, this statement also implied they were resistant to change. In contrast to
their lack of interest, he positioned himself as ‘excited’ about change and inspired by the
possibilities of middle schooling. Through the use of direct appeals and reference to an
assumed shared desire for change, the members of the Board were positioned as his
allies in seeking a better ‘future’ for the students of SEC. In his final statement on the
issue, he advised,
The process of investigating and implementing a shift to middle-schooling
seems more possible, yet still quite complex. We will face a range of
challenges in terms of accommodation, personnel, professional
development, curriculum design and resourcing. (Leading the Learning
Edge ACEL/LETA Conference, Adelaide: Discussion Paper, 2002)

The ‘we’ in this statement is strategically ambiguous, as it could be referring to the
executive leaders at the school, the entire staff body or, more intimately, the assistant
principal and the members of the Board of Directors. As the document was produced
specifically for this group as an audience, it seems most likely that the ‘we’ to whom he
refers is the last possibility. However, the document would have also been distributed to
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the executive leaders and, in a reading by this audience, it would seem to be inclusive of
them. As a result, the document operated on a number of levels as a strategic attempt to
bring key stakeholders to a similar position, that of support for the initiative of middle
schooling at SEC.

Plans	
  in	
  the	
  Pipeline	
  
Despite this strategic positioning and subsequent agreement by the Board of Directors
that middle schooling would be supported by them in the future of the school, the
conditions were not yet ready for the implementation of middle schooling at SEC. The
main focus for the proposed changes at this point was on redeveloping the facilities of
the school, which needed to occur before a middle school, particularly the version that
the assistant principal was visualising, could exist. Following the discussion paper, the
Board approved the funding for this physical expansion and renovation and the assistant
principal became the project manager as a part of his ‘community development’ role. He
consulted with many key members of staff about their ideal, functional learning spaces
and liaised with the architects to fulfil as many of these desires as was practical. With the
support of the principal, he also ensured that the plans included an allocated space to
allow for the future implementation of a middle school. These plans were particularly
inspired by what he had seen at the school visit in Adelaide. As the Adelaide school had
renovated older buildings to create a middle school in a similar way, this comparison
allowed the assistant principal to promote the initiative to the leadership staff as possible
in a real and concrete way.
The principal promoted any development in the school which would see SEC become a
“leader in pedagogy in the region” (interview, Sept. 2005). The assistant principal
affirmed the principal’s position in his recognition that,
Pedagogy wasn’t a priority in the change – it was really about the facilities
and being able to say to the parents that this is a responsive school that was
going to provide the very best and latest facilities and pedagogy was a part
of that, but the big ticket item was the building. (interview, Aug. 2008)

As a result of this focus on the part of the principal, it became the ultimate responsibility
of the assistant principal to manage important elements in the progression of the middle
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school: the change in pedagogy, how it related to the improved resources, and
promoting this relationship to staff.

Key Persuaders/Positional Shift
Several influential KLA coordinators became very instrumental in promoting a greater
acceptance of both the pedagogy and necessity of middle schooling to other leaders and,
later, to general staff. These individuals were able to draw on specific persuasive
techniques to encourage dialogue regarding the possibilities of middle schooling. They
also became key people in determining which version of middle schooling was eventually
taken up at SEC. One of these coordinators was a strong supporter of both the assistant
principal and the ideas of middle schooling and had some awareness of the concept
before its introduction to the KLA leaders. She spoke from a position of authority and
support and was highly influential amongst her peers. In particular, however, two of
these KLA leaders had demonstrated a positional shift in regard to the initiative from
one of resistance as shared by many on the KLA leadership team to one of support.
Through an increased interaction with the discourse, and engagement with the ideas
presented by the assistant principal, they moderated, and then reversed, some of their
earlier opinions on the initiative. Because of this shift from pro-tradition to support for
this change, they were particularly powerful in the promotion of the discourse and their
support became another contingency for the developing discourse.
These influential KLA coordinators were from Mathematics, English and HSIE and
their persuasive power derived from a number of sources (other than those described
above). As coordinators, they held authorised positions of sovereign power and, as longstanding members of the school community they had credibility in the context of
tradition amongst staff. They also had familiar relationships with many staff and all were
considered professional, academic and, most importantly, genuinely focused on
improving the educational experiences of students at the school. These factors, as well as
their specific individual characteristics, placed them in very important persuasive
positions for the continuation of a positive dialogue about middle schooling.
The Mathematics coordinator was a particularly active proponent of middle schooling at
the school and, through her regular dialogue with others, became a powerful, persuasive
119

force. Her investment in the possibilities of middle schooling drew on her personal
pedagogical philosophy which valued “an integrated student as learner, teacher as
facilitator” delivering “exciting differentiated curriculum” (interview, Sept. 2004). The
Mathematics coordinator represented a considerable, though subtle, power position
within the school context. She was professionally respected by her students, staff and
KLA peers as well as the executive leadership team. Her gentle, warm and softly spoken
demeanour ensured that she was ‘liked’ by both staff and students and was constituted as
genuine, caring and motivated within the social and professional environment of the
school. She had also been a member of staff for eighteen years and was therefore
identified by other long serving staff as aligned with the discourse of tradition and was
viewed as one of ‘us’ rather than one of ‘them’ (i.e. the new principal and executive
staff). She was an important ally for the proponents of middle schooling as she was
invested in change from within, in contrast to the existing context of change from
above. The Mathematics coordinator was also positioned by the staff as especially
focused on student learning and welfare, which directly connected her to the discourse
of ‘better outcomes for students’. Long before the conversations about middle
schooling, she vocally promoted the goal of improving student learning and welfare and
embodied it in both her teaching and leadership practice. She was a member of the
student welfare committee and had implemented initiatives within her faculty, such as
peer-tutoring and rich-learning showcases. These initiatives became statements of her
professional subjectivity associated with students, mathematics and innovation.
The English coordinator was an important, persuasive force in the promotion of middle
schooling. Although she was connected to traditional discourses at SEC, she was very
open to change and often sought it to improve the educational experiences of her staff.
Her creative and active approach to her teaching, leading and whole school involvement
meant that she was viewed by many staff as a pedagogical ‘mover and shaker’. As a KLA
leader, the English coordinator allowed her staff a great deal of autonomy, although
always within a framework of innovation and creativity in curriculum development. She
also contributed in a very vocal way to the dialogue surrounding engagement and better
outcomes for students and openly supported the assistant principal in discussions with
other staff.
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The English coordinator had been a teacher at SEC for over twenty years and, due to
her strong allegiance to previous traditions at the school (such as the vertical
curriculum), she had felt a profound sense of ‘loss’ with the decreasing focus on the arts
and other creative endeavours following the arrival of the new executive (interview, Sept.
2005). However, it was in her shift of position about middle schooling for SEC that she
was most influential. Despite earlier feelings of concern for the initiative, she was the
first to volunteer her faculty for involvement in the project. She said she became
convinced to pursue this action through the effects of three particular factors. The first
of these was her perception that in the early years of the new principal’s leadership, she
had been well-supported to introduce several faculty-based initiatives (interview, Sept.
2005). Consequently, despite her concern about “people who weren’t English teachers,
teaching English”, she felt obliged to at least consider the possibilities of the proposal
because “I was completely on her side ... she gave me more autonomy [than the previous
principal]”. Secondly, she was “worried” by the research findings presented to the KLA
leaders by the assistant principal, that “kids coming into high school are really, really
disorientated by the way in which they have a different teacher for every subject and this
can lead to academic failure, or to social and psychological problems”. Finally, the Board
of Studies inspection had identified that the school was not meeting indicative hours for
her subject (amongst others) and middle schooling was offered as one of the solutions to
this problem. Through these influences, she began to see the possibilities for the
enrichment of students through key features of middle schooling such as,
... integrated courses ... the idea that, you’re doing something that has
religion in it – because ... kids don’t really know about the history of
religion, they don’t know about the history of art, architecture, literature,
anything ... and that was why I thought that was important to enrich them
and I thought middle school could be very enriching. (interview, Sept. 2005)

These features aligned with her investments in creativity and learning across subject
areas, and became powerful, persuasive forces for her acceptance of the initiative. Once
she became convinced of the move to middle schooling, she promoted it keenly
amongst KLA coordinators and talked about it in such a way as to instil a feeling of
enthusiasm about what could be possible. As she was professionally and traditionally
respected by many staff, her influence became another contingent factor in the
acceptance and later implementation of the middle school.
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The HSIE coordinator was another coordinator whose eventual support of the middle
schooling project gave further credibility to the initiative. His original reactions to the
proposal were those of “tension” and “scepticism” due to what he believed to be the
destruction of previous, traditional practices (interview, Mar. 2005). He had been at the
school for twenty-two years prior to the arrival of the new principal and had been
coordinator for fifteen of those years. His influence was subtle and, although clearly in a
role of authority, he positioned himself as a leader who moderated “between the staff
and the executive” (interview) and was viewed by many of his staff as more like ‘one of
us’ than a coordinator (research journal, Dec. 2002). The HSIE coordinator was very
popular amongst both staff and students and his friendly and laid-back manner drew
others to conversation with him about many topics, both professional and personal. As a
result, he knew a great deal about the intricacies of power relationships on staff and was
often aware of things when they were still only beneath the surface of overt dialogue. He
was also somewhat irreverent when it came to respect for sovereign power and would
openly and regularly critique leadership practices and initiatives. He was subsequently
positioned by many staff as a reliable source of resistance to the challenges to tradition.
The HSIE coordinator was not closed to the idea of change, but was highly resistant to
the pace and scale of change that had been occurring at the school. As a result, he drew
upon his investment in the discourse of tradition to feel “dedicated and loyal enough to
the school’s [previous] culture to be resistant enough until I was convinced”.
Through dialogue with the English and Mathematics coordinators, the HSIE
coordinator began to see that other KLA leaders were in support of the idea. But what
“saved middle school” for him was the influence of the assistant principal who provided
the HSIE coordinator with information about possible models that were “viable and
meaningful and ... challenging and good outcomes for the students” (interview, Mar.
2005). This influence was key for the HSIE coordinator as, he recalled, the assistant
principal “certainly put me at ease and I could see coming out rather well, actually”.
Once he became convinced of the idea, he was subsequently very enthusiastic about
promoting middle schooling as a perfect ‘fit’ for his department. He saw advantages for
his subject due to his identification that “the nature of the discipline, HSIE, lends itself
to integration ... [it] embraces that style of learning” and “I could see the overlap – I
could see the possibilities of integration, it wasn’t difficult to see”. The HSIE
coordinator’s support became very instrumental in the acceptance of middle schooling,
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particularly as he had initially expressed resistance (like many other staff) but had been
convinced that it would be a positive move, both for his faculty and for the students of
SEC. As this resistant position had been shared by many others, the shift in his position
meant that he was used by them as a model to either influence their own positional shift,
or justify their similar change in alliance.
Together, these three leaders came to be key players, along with the principal and
assistant principal, in the continuing development of the discourse of middle schooling
before it was introduced to the wider staff. These particular leaders came together to
form powerful strategic coalitions which were to eventually influence the later choice of
subjects for inclusion in the middle school curriculum. The assistant principal and the
Mathematics coordinator worked in alliance on a number of projects, including further
research on engagement and gifted education and the English and HSIE coordinators
began to speak about the potential common ground of their subjects which could lead to
areas of integration in one possible version of the middle school. These coalitions held
substantial power, influencing acceptance and attitudes toward middle schooling. They
were also instrumental in establishing the situation where the advocates of resistance to
middle schooling on the KLA leadership team had less powerful positions to draw on,
through the ascendancy and influence of those in support of the initiative.

Model in Development
The planning, and later implementation, of a semi-integrated class for gifted Year Seven
students was another contingency that had a substantial role to play in the conditioning
of KLA leaders and later acceptance of middle schooling at SEC. The proposal for this
class involved one teacher taking a group of identified students for English, Mathematics
and Religion and actively incorporating areas of integration across the curriculum where
possible and appropriate. The timing of this initiative meant that it was to be in
operation during the year of the investigative and decision-making process for middle
schooling. This coincidence was important for the future middle school, as many of the
structural features it contained were to later become features of the model that was
chosen by staff. However, at this stage of the development of the initiative, the class was
in planning stages only, and limited to the involvement of only one member of staff.
Despite this, it had two contingent effects in the development of the discourse: it
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provided a model for comparison with some of the ideas presented by the assistant
principal, and other KLA coordinators could see that one of their peers was pursuing
similar innovative, pedagogical directions. These factors operated to mitigate the
resistance to middle schooling amongst KLA leaders and position the initiative within
the context of both tradition and innovation at the school.
The Mathematics coordinator, who was a vocal supporter of the ideals of middle
schooling, was the driving force behind this gifted class. In the plans for this model, she
was to step down from her Mathematics position for a period of twelve months to fill
the newly developed role of Gifted Education coordinator and teach the group. The
class was developed as a response to identified parental concerns that “not enough was
being done for students at the top end” of the academic spectrum (Mathematics
coordinator interview, Sept. 2004) and so the group would be comprised of students
who performed in the top 10% in the school’s entrance examination. The Mathematics
coordinator spent a great deal of time investigating the various syllabus documents and
programs, looking for opportunities to include “depth, breadth, excitement, rigour,
support, integration, pastoral, learning how to understand yourself and others, thinking
processes, information processes” in the program (Mathematics coordinator interview,
Sept. 2004). She developed new programs and assessment tasks and the majority of
teachers favourably supported the presentation of this initiative at a whole staff
professional development day (described further in the following section). The principal
supported her ideas and the class subsequently functioned as another way to promote
the school as responsive and leading the pedagogical field. Despite being another
proposed innovation in curriculum at the school, because it affected only one group of
students and one teacher, it encountered no resistance from any direction and the class
was prioritised in the planning of the 2003 timetable.
As the Mathematics coordinator was positioned as a dual-insider (as a supporter of both
tradition and change) and firmly focused on better outcomes for students, her support
and experience gave the promotion of change by the executive greater credibility and
trustworthiness from the point of view of the staff. It was the combination of her
personal involvement in the gifted class, the similarity of curriculum to a middle school
model, the visible success of the project throughout 2003, her sovereign position in the
school hierarchy, her attachment to tradition, her genuine care of staff and students, her
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endorsement of the ideals of middle schooling, her coalition with the assistant principal,
and her membership of the middle school committee which made the development of
the gifted class a very powerful contingency in the promotion and acceptance of middle
schooling at SEC.
At the time, although this gifted class had no intended connection with the emerging
discourse of middle schooling, it was to later become important in the broader
acceptance of the discourse and the model eventually chosen by the staff. The assistant
principal reflected that it was like a “little integrated pilot study” (interview, Aug. 2008)
that, while it initially had no planned association with the future middle school, “became
useful later on when we learned from [the Mathematics coordinator]’s experience and
from the kids’ experience”. He said that “we used the fruits of that [class to] inform[...]
the middle school debate”, especially as it had so much in common with the kinds of
ideas that were put forward to KLA coordinators, and later staff. By the time the idea of
middle schooling was undergoing public investigation and debate, the gifted class was
already in existence. When considering models at the eventual decision making day,
“people referred to it as a template” (assistant principal interview, Aug. 2008) due to its
success as a visible example of how the system could operate and its favourable
positioning in the social and pedagogical environment of the school. Consequently, after
much debate and investigation of various models, the version of middle schooling
eventually decided upon bore a strong resemblance to the model provided by this gifted
class.

Engagement in the Middle
The assistant principal’s research on student engagement at the school had established
ground for change dialogue to occur amongst KLA coordinators. However, in order for
this research to function as a statement of truth about students at SEC it needed to be
presented to the whole staff community. This presentation occurred at a staff
development day that became another contingency for the ways in which the middle
school was positioned in future dialogue. This day was held prior to any mention of
middle schooling to staff, and was specifically focused on new ways to approach
traditional classroom practice. Both the assistant principal and the Mathematics
coordinator were on the agenda for this day: the assistant principal speaking of
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engagement, and the Mathematics coordinator describing her proposed integrated class
that would seek to enhance engagement with learning for gifted students. Although they
were not connected in any way through the course of either presentation, they were
connected by their proximity of appearance on a day that promoted change and
innovation. Their concurrence at this time meant that they were often placed together in
recollection by many staff when reflecting on the beginnings of ‘middle school at SEC’
(research journal, Dec. 2002).
Through the course of his presentation, the assistant principal has presented student
engagement as problematic and identified it as a key reason to begin the regeneration of
pedagogy in order to achieve ‘better outcomes for students’. He spoke the language of
change and renewal that had become familiar in the school context, and the material was
presented in a highly formal and professional manner. He used charts and graphs to
represent researched data and included recorded interviews with groups of students, who
responded to particular questions about teaching and learning at SEC. This use of this
data was particularly powerful as it brought student voices into a domain that was
previously a very closed and hierarchical space. Whilst staff could deny or ignore
statements relayed through other staff in a forum such as this, hearing the students
deliver their own messages was compelling. They were asked about teaching practices
that made them happy or unhappy, their favourite subjects, attitudes to homework and
assessment, involvement in school, relationships with peers and teachers, and other
experiences related to school life.
The assistant principal had interviewed students in both Year Seven and Year Nine, and
asked almost exactly the same questions of each age group. It was clear that their
responses came from different positions of familiarity with the school and different age
positions. The students in Year Seven eagerly spoke of their favourite subjects and
happy experiences and even their negative comments were tempered by their generally
positive approach to schooling. The students in Year Nine also made many statements
of support for their learning at SEC, however it was clear that their level of enthusiasm
and interest was significantly less than the students in Year Seven. This comparison
between the year groups was the most significant part of this presentation, and was used
by the assistant principal to provide evidence that engagement did, indeed, decrease
from Year Seven to Year Nine, and that this was a problem. Whilst he did not see
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disengagement to be on the scale of that in some other schools, he promoted a particular
focus on change to alleviate its effects. He reflected later in interview,
I was being all evangelical about engagement and, I don’t know that I’d seen
convincing evidence here at SEC that the kids were falling off the
educational radar by Year 9, but I was certainly convinced that we could do
things better. And that we shouldn’t have to settle for the way we always did
things because it suited us. (assistant principal interview, Aug. 2008)

This quote highlights the strategic intentions of his presentation as, although he had not
seen ‘convincing evidence’, engagement was presented as a problem in the school that
required significant attention.
However, not all staff agreed with the findings as they were presented. Some questioned
the implications drawn from the data about engagement, whilst others stated that
although engagement has decreased over the two years, the students in Year Nine could
hardly be described as ‘disengaged’. One cynical comment even compared it to an
episode of Big Brother (a highly popular reality television show at that time), claiming,
“it’s all in the editing – they can make it say whatever they want” when discussing the
content of the presented material and the motivations of those who presented it
(research journal, Dec. 2002). In addition, some KLA leaders and general staff stated
that they felt personally targeted (either individually or their faculty) by the content of
the interviews. As an audience member, it was quite clear to me, in many cases, which
teachers or coordinators the students were referring to or which faculty was under
discussion. No staff names were mentioned, although the students named subjects,
courses or specific events which made some staff easily identifiable to those who were
familiar with their classroom practices. The assistant principal, however, did not take
these concerns seriously. He interpreted the negative response as the staff being
threatened by the unfamiliarity of this investigative process and stated that, “there’d
never been action research before, EVER, and so collecting data about anything was a
challenge for them” (interview, Aug. 2008). He did not address or alleviate these
concerns and certain staff began to express (in various ways) budding resistance to both
the problem of engagement and the ongoing project of pedagogical renewal.
The presentation of the assistant principal’s research to staff operated as a contingency
for the future development of middle schooling. It established for staff the conditions
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for change and, even if they didn’t agree with the assistant principal’s findings, the
‘problem’ of engagement now existed as a discourse for dialogue amongst both the KLA
coordinators and the whole staff body. At this stage, whether in agreement or not, many
of the KLA coordinators expressed a concern that that they were at risk of being
excluded from decisions around the philosophical and pedagogical direction of
curriculum in the school and wished to take a more active role in this developing
initiative. Although middle schooling was not mentioned on the day, the connection
with engagement had been previously established behind the scenes amongst school
leaders. There was a feeling now that “if ‘middle school’ [is introduced], then what [does
it mean for us]?” (English coordinator interview, Sept. 2005) and “if I don’t lead this,
who will?” (HSIE coordinator interview, Mar. 2005).

Conclusion
It was now evident that the persuasive power of the push for middle schooling at SEC
had shifted from the direct influence of the key executive leaders (the principal and the
assistant principal) to an association with KLA coordinators, tradition, innovation,
engagement and the focus on ‘better outcomes for students’. Middle schooling was now
able to be positioned in the leadership dialogue as about ‘students’ and the desire for
‘better outcomes’ functioned as an irrefutable and very powerful discourse in the school
context. Middle schooling had been strategically aligned with the pedagogical and valuedriven imperatives of both tradition and innovation at the school and, as such, it was
accepted as an authorised discourse by most staff. By aligning the discourse with ‘better
outcomes for students’, it was subsequently difficult to contest the discourse without
calling into question a vocation focused on caring for young people. Although power
still operated through key individuals, these individuals were now able to draw on the
established legitimacy of improving outcomes for students in their attempts to persuade
others about the move to middle schooling.
In reality, change had been coming for a long time at SEC. A new principal and
executive team, changing patterns of education and growth in technology had all been
leading toward reform and substantial change at the school. The change itself, in some
ways, was irrelevant. That change was inevitable was not. As many long-standing staff
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had left following the arrival of the new principal, this had opened the way for a change
in culture through the introduction of new staff with new ideas and new experiences.
Many of these were young staff, new to the teaching profession, and they also
introduced contemporary pedagogies from their recent academic experiences. Staff from
other schools had brought with them new ways of approaching old problems and some
sought to implement the new ideas they held. This was especially true of the executive,
who formed a dynamic force of change and most decisions they had made to this point
had been furthering this drive toward cultural and pedagogical renovation.
At this stage of the initiative, a small number of the KLA coordinators were convinced
that it could be a good idea for the school. This number now included some of those
who had previously been committed to the discourse of tradition. There was now
enough agreement that innovation in curriculum did have ties to traditional ideas about
improving educational outcomes for girls and was therefore able to be included as both
valid and desirable. New dialogue had been enabled through the changing surface of
emergence which now included debates about engagement and innovative curriculum,
which were fundamental elements in the philosophy of the version of middle schooling
promoted by the assistant principal.
Whilst not all KLA coordinators became convinced of the need for a middle school, the
idea of middle schooling as a possibility continued to be taken up by particular leaders
who promoted it to both other KLA leaders and within their faculties. Those who were
now persuaded by these notions became advocates in promoting the middle school at
SEC. Their power in this action derived, in part, from their embedded positions within
the nostalgic discourse of the idealised past and, as such, they were viewed as legitimate
and trustworthy in their endorsement of this substantial innovation. These new players
in the discourse also had considerable influential power as they spoke from positions
different from those of the executive. Most importantly for the continuation of
constructive conversations about middle schooling, some KLA leaders who had
attachments to the pre-existing order, the nostalgic majority, were now convinced of the
appropriateness of the move to middle schooling. They were subsequently positioned to
promote it to other staff from a dual-insider perspective – insiders in the context of
tradition and now insiders within the emergent discourse of middle schooling – and
therefore speak with authority to both audiences.
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Through the operations of various individuals, ideas and materials, the initiative of
middle schooling at SEC had moved from the thoughts and considerations of two key
players into the forefront of planning by KLA leaders at the school. All were now in
agreement that if the idea were to have potential to exist in this context, it needed to be
presented to the wider staff community in order for it to progress into public discourse.
It was to this end that a decision was made to present the idea at a whole staff meeting
late in 2002. Staff were, by that time, familiar with the ‘problematic’ nature of student
engagement and the discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’ and the principal placed
herself and the assistant principal on the agenda of the meeting to present the ideas of
middle schooling and further condition the surface to allow the discourse to emerge.
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Chapter	
  3:	
  Status	
  of	
  an	
  Object	
  
Introduction
Prior to this chapter, my analysis traced the development of the discourse of middle
schooling at SEC. In the context of the events discussed in Chapter 2 it was, however, a
‘hidden’ discourse in the public environment of the staff community and remained
primarily a theoretical idea amongst leadership staff and some others. It was necessary
for a discursive object to be formed out of this environment for middle schooling to
become a concrete set of practices, rules and materials, and it was in its transition from
private to public discourse that the Middle School was able to emerge. This process was
dependent on several conditions and contingencies of possibility, and the idea of middle
schooling was subject to alteration, negotiation and increasing regulation. The object did
not simply appear as a fully formed and practical entity that the “discourse ... ha[d] then
merely to list, classify, name, select, and cover with a network of words and sentences”
(Foucault, 1972 p. 42). Although it may have seemed to those outside of the leadership
team that it suddenly appeared, became solidified almost, at one meeting, there was
much more to it, as the discussion in this chapter will demonstrate. The Middle School
was constructed in and through its interaction with the middle schooling discourse;
realised through discussions between the executive and the KLA coordinators at SEC;
and determined by other factors that came into play over the course of its movement
from a purely discursive object in 2002 to one which was ready for practical application
at the beginning of 2004.
This chapter is based around the threshold events of one staff meeting that occurred in
November 2002. It was at this meeting that the discourse of middle schooling was
introduced to the whole staff community and became the Middle School, a discursive
object with its own identity in the school. At this meeting, the object was described by
the principal and assistant principal as one of ‘possibility’ and ‘future’, followed by
discussion and debate by other staff members in the weeks to follow. Through this
chapter, I describe how particular forces determined the ways in which the object
developed and how power was deployed by key players to influence the direction that
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the Middle School would take. Each of these forces and deployments of power will be
examined, as they became discursive sites of promotion and resistance in relation to the
developing object. It is through these forces that possibilities were introduced or
dismissed and the various conditions and contingencies in operation at each moment
actively shaped and regulated the developing object. Specific subjectivities, investments
and relationships are identified, as well as relations of power, the continuing effects of
tradition, nostalgia and resistance, and other discourses and objects which came into
play. This enables my ‘analytical chronology’ to become a genealogy as I trace the
formation of the object as it becomes, by the end of this chapter, a discursive entity
ready for further definition, with a group of teachers invited to join a committee to
investigate future possibilities.
A critical strategy in the presentation of the possibility of middle schooling to staff was
the instituting of discursive associations between middle schooling and discourses that
were already established and supported in the school context. This became an important
manoeuvre in the principal’s and assistant principal’s endeavour to ensure staff support,
as it established the potential for individuals to position themselves in relation to the new
discourse by their previous investments in other discourses. In the first part of this
chapter, I explore the ways in which the Middle School was introduced at the meeting,
the specific statements that were made, and the reactions of staff on the day. The second
part of the chapter traces actions and sentiments in the few weeks immediately following
the staff meeting. In this section, I describe the continuing debate and resistance that
was expressed against the proposal, as well as the delimitation of the object in the
context of SEC.

3.1 Discourse Made Object (the described object)
Foucault’s Theory of the Object
Foucault (1972) holds a particular view of the existence of objects in the unities of
discourse. He claims that objects are formed through discourse and that they can only
exist in this formation. Although he provides no actual definition of the ‘object’, he
provides a detailed treatise of the conditions and relations of their formation. He also
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describes, in a typical Foucauldian fashion, what the object is not, claiming that, “it does
not await in limbo”, “it does not pre-exist itself”, that “relations are not present in the
object”, and that objects themselves are “not constant” (pp. 47-49). Through these
negations, we can see that objects are those ‘things’ to which discourse refers and
constructs. However, again using the antonymic definition, they are not ‘words and
things’ that are waiting simply to be revealed through discourse, rather they are the
entities which appear, subject to the discursive rules in place. In fact, Foucault proposes
to “substitute the enigmatic treasure of ‘things’ anterior to discourse” with a definition
that concerns “the regular formation of objects that emerge only in discourse” (p. 47)
and “exist ... under the positive conditions of a complex group of relations” (p. 45). In a
similar way, the limits are decided by what is not possible in a particular situation. Hence
the object is delimited, as we will see through this chapter, by the conditions and rules of
its appearance, by defining itself in relation to other objects, “relations of resemblance,
proximity, distance, difference, transformation” (p. 44), and by coming to function as an
object of discourse in a given situation. In other words, we can only define these objects
“by relating them to the body of rules that enable them to form as objects of a discourse
and thus constitute the conditions of their historical appearance” (p. 48).
The problem of objects, for Foucault, is “how to decide what made them possible, and
how these ‘discoveries’ could lead to others that took them up, rectified them, modified
them, or even disproved them” (p. 43). In the first part of this statement, Foucault
recognises that not only is the act of uncovering ‘what made them possible’ complex and
specific, it is the ‘how to decide’ that is open to a variety of means of determination. The
researcher must attempt to identify these rules of formation, or at least position the
object within a space that is subject to certain rules and conditions. My previous chapter
established the conditions of possibility for the discourse of middle schooling at SEC,
and this chapter explores a particular condition (a whole staff meeting) upon which the
emergence of the object of the Middle School was contingent.
The second part of Foucault’s statement provides a framework for the positioning of the
object in a specific local context. As a singular entity it is local and finite. It is only
through its interactions in this context that it continues to modify and define itself, in
relation to other objects and, increasingly, through its own concrete position in the
discursive space. As Foucault argues, “These planes of emergence, authorities of
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delimitation, or forms of specification do not provide objects, fully formed and armed,
that the discourse ... has then merely to list, classify, name, select, and cover with a
network of words and sentences” (p. 42). It is through the process of interaction with
other objects, discourses, relations and subjectivities that the network of words and
sentences about the object come to define it and form the space in which it functions.
Foucault states that objects are “named, circumscribed, analysed, then rectified, redefined, challenged, erased” (pp. 40-41). I will take this process as an analytical directive
for the rest of my argument as I trace the discursive object of ‘the middle school’ as it
evolved to become the practical object, ready for implementation at the beginning of
2004.
Over a relatively short period of time in 2002, the interaction between the conditions,
contingencies and the discourse of middle schooling at SEC led to a newly conditioned
pedagogical surface which began to function (Foucault, 1972 p. 41) in support of the
concrete and conceptual development of the initiative. What counted as ‘truth’ and ‘selfevident facts’ (about learning, students, teaching, tradition, girls) were laid across this
surface and middle schooling was situated alongside, and emergent from, these truths.
The repetition and contextualisation of these truths over time embedded their
acceptance as valid within the existing practices of the school. These conditions and
contingencies enabled staff to align themselves first with these existing truths and
accepted facts and later, emergent truths and discourses, such as those about middle
schooling and its pedagogical foundations.
The surface functioned by enabling discourses and statements to emerge that became
contingent for the further development of middle schooling. It provided accepted
ground for the construction, shaping and reshaping of the emergent object to enable the
possibility of its continued acceptance. The existence of this surface stabilised the now
public discourse of middle schooling, as key players strategically connected the discourse
with nostalgic truths about education at SEC. As it also provided the opportunity for key
players in the executive to support certain specific truths (for example, better outcomes
for students and the problem of engagement), whilst rejecting others (the eminence of
nostalgic past), this surface of emergence became a mechanism of regulation in
determining what it was possible to say and accept about middle schooling, and what
was open to contestation. Through the process of their emergence, both the object and
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the discourse became accessible to all staff, with conditions and contingencies
determining possibilities for thought, statements and dialogue.

The Meeting
By the end of 2002, conditions at SEC were sufficiently established that the discourse of
middle schooling could be brought into the public arena by the principal and assistant
principal at a whole school staff meeting in November of that year. The principal and
assistant principal scheduled themselves as the only agenda items at this meeting and, in
their presentations, the discourse of middle schooling was named for the first time
amongst staff. Whilst all of the leaders in the audience were familiar with the proposal
and the ideas around it, for most of the staff at this meeting this was a new and, for
some, threatening discourse in the change landscape that had been established at the
school.
This meeting operated as a transitional boundary, a threshold between a time where the
discourse was only known as a possible future amongst school leaders, to a time when it
was a public discourse, open to debate amongst the whole staff body. Foucault (1972)
describes this type of threshold as one in which “a group of statements is articulated” to
act as “a model, a critique, or a verification” (pp. 186-87). According to his theory of
thresholds, this meeting occurred at the threshold between ‘epistemologisation’ (where a
discourse is able to be spoken of) and ‘scientificity’ (when a discourse reaches a point
when it can be subject to certain rules and criteria). Fendler (2010) describes these
thresholds through their effects on those who engage with them. In the first instance of
epistemologisation, this threshold is crossed when “it becomes possible to talk about
something with others” (p. 190). Following this line of reasoning, the threshold can be
argued to have been reached through the dialogue between school leaders, who had been
‘speaking’ of middle schooling behind the scenes for several months. Fender describes
the second threshold of scientificity as occurring when “an idea has enough substance
that we can start arguing about it” (p. 190). In relation to SEC, although there had been
some degree of argument between the executive and KLA coordinators, it was in this
public presentation to the whole staff body that the ‘serious’ arguments around middle
schooling could begin.
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The space for the public emergence of the middle schooling discourse was strategically
constructed and shaped. The key players, the principal and assistant principal, were
situated to access this space as they had been instrumental in establishing conditions for
the discourse to emerge. The ways in which they spoke of the object and introduced it to
staff, the discursive associations they created and the strategic construction of the
investigative team were all contingencies upon which the Middle School developed its
concrete identity. At the meeting, the principal spoke about why the decision had been
made to introduce more change to the school (better outcomes, engagement), described
where the ideas had come from (academic and other schooling literature, conferences,
other schools) and, importantly, that it had been agreed upon by the school leaders.
Directly describing how the proposal was both necessary and supported was an essential
strategy in the principal’s introduction of middle schooling. Due to the pace and
frequency of previous changes at the school, she had received negative criticism from
some staff (research journal, Dec. 2002) about her motivations and actions. She later
said, “the first challenge was to convince staff that this was not a ‘five-minute-wonder’
or another change at the end of a long line of changes that I had imposed on the staff”
(interview, Sept. 2005). The principal’s statement (including her use of the powerful term
“imposed”) indicates her recognition of staff perceptions that she had previously
implemented unwanted change, and that she was likely to subsequently face resistance
with this new proposal. The assistant principal reflected on the negative effects
experienced by the principal when he suggested during our interview that she “had
found out the hard way early on that there’s a real … flair … to change management”
(interview, Aug. 2008). However, by this stage, both the principal and the assistant
principal had strong investments in the possibilities of middle schooling and firmly
believed not only would it be good for the school, but that it would exist in the future of
SEC.
The principal deployed a variety of persuasive techniques at this meeting (and those
following). One of these strategies that deflected attention from any leadership
motivations, was to focus directly on the ideas of middle schooling and the need for it in
the school context. She also reminded staff of their obligations and commitments as part
of the religious community and described connections between the values of middle
schooling and those of the religious foundations of the school. She drew on the
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previously established discourses of better outcomes, engagement and the future of
schooling and created clear discursive associations between middle schooling and other
discourses that were already accepted by staff (such as those about technology and girls’
learning). She also positioned the assistant principal as the voice of change and opened
the development of the object to staff through an invitation for them to join an
investigative committee. These associations, techniques and strategies, and their effects,
will be analysed in greater detail in the section to follow.

Discursive Associations
Religious	
  Foundations	
  
In order to situate the proposal more favourably amongst staff, the principal drew on the
guiding ‘rules’ of the religious foundations of the school to connect with the goals of
middle schooling. These rules existed in concrete form, as an historical text that served
as the grounding for many of the statements of belief and practice at SEC. These
religious statements were literally and discursively written into the heritage and
governance of the school and held substantial power as a result. Three core values that
were used from these rules were also important pillars in the mission of SEC: community,
service, and individual needs. These three values had already been committed to textual form
in the school mission statements, the Board’s strategic plan and the staff strategic plan at
that time. All three documents were publicly available and staff had been conditioned in
various forums to develop familiarity and acceptance of the authority and primacy of
these texts. In the 2002 mission statement, it was stated explicitly that the school “strives
to build an authentic community”, “values uniqueness and caters to differing needs” and
“prepares [students] to serve others” (Strategic Plan 2002 p. 1). The Board Strategic
Priorities and Goals (2002) document also reflected these values in the Board’s intent to
“continue to build a school community” and “model [these] values in a strong
commitment to living community”, while the staff Strategic Plan (2002) made claims to
“nurture and include all members of our community”, to “be accountable to parents,
students and staff” (service) and “to create opportunities for those with individual
differences”.
The principal had been previously committed to making these documents public and the
staff Strategic Plan in particular had been launched earlier in the year with a great deal of
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attention and celebration. A committee of staff members (including myself) had been
responsible for the writing of this text and its connections to the discourse of tradition,
nostalgia and religious heritage were indisputable amongst staff. Although the assistant
principal (an ‘outsider’) had directed much of this process and written the introductory
sections of the Plan, he had not included his own voice in the text at all. Instead, he
ensured that it made reference to the involvement of staff (‘we’, the ‘insiders’), as well as
those core values (the ‘tradition’) that were key aspects of the heritage of the school. It
stated,
The strategic plan was devised over the period 2001-2002. By establishing
sacredness, care and learning as our three focus areas, we were able to
isolate those values which drive our priorities and decisions in these areas.
From these values we developed a series of goals which are in the process of
being implemented by Project Teams working towards structured targets.
We will engage in continuous review and development as this plan proceeds.
(SEC Staff Strategic Plan, 2002 p. 2)

As a document written by nostalgic ‘insiders’, the Strategic Plan held greater validity and
authority amongst staff committed to the discourse of tradition. Although its existence
was directed by ‘outsiders’ to this discourse, as a new text, the Strategic Plan spoke the
same language as the historical, religious (and consequently authorised) foundation text
and the key players were able to draw on this association to further emphasise the ways
in which middle schooling could support many of the targets and goals the Plan
contained.
At the beginning of the meeting, the principal quoted prayerfully from the historical text,
an action which served to emphasise two things. First, it demonstrated a sense of
reverence with regard to the fundamental texts of the religious tradition and second, it
indicated that she promoted herself as taking the foundational directives of the historical
text seriously. Previously, all principals in the history of SEC had been nuns of the
religious order, and so the new principal’s task of generating support for the initiative
was more difficult as she also needed to establish her religious authority and authenticity
amongst staff. She stated that, as instructed by the words of the text, she was using this
meeting as a forum to engage in an active and consultative process about a further
change initiative for the school. Introducing the idea to staff was the first step in the

138

action of consultation and she described how the next step would be announced as the
meeting continued. She quoted,
As often as anything important is to be done in the monastery, the abbot
shall call the whole community together and himself explain what the
business is. (Rule of Benedict 3:1)

Using the primary text in this way drew upon a heritage that staff at SEC had been
accustomed to accept as one of truth in the discourse of tradition. The principal’s
position as leader of this community was hierarchically assured as she aligned herself
with the role of the abbot and her subsequent obligation to present the initiative to the
staff was incontestably established through her use of this statement.
The principal then crossed the threshold between epistemologisation and scientificity
and revealed the nature of this change: the introduction of a middle school at SEC. This
action brought the initiative into the public discourse at the school and it was now open
to description, debate, definition, resistance, support and eventual choice as it became an
object for implementation over a period of twelve months.
Middle schooling was positioned as an initiative that would enable staff to enact
fundamental directives in the religious discourse and fulfil their roles as teachers in a
Catholic and values-based context. One of these directives was the obligation of building
and supporting the school community. The principal described this community as
comprising staff, parents and students, and drew on the religious/historical discourse to
further position the change as responsive to the needs of all members of the community.
She spoke to teachers as “a community of people devoted to the needs of those in our
care” (research journal, Dec. 2002) and emphasised the ways in which middle school
classrooms would become communities (“through really knowing our girls”). She
positioned herself in both instances as an integral part of this community. Through her
use of the word “our” to describe both the current situation and potential future, the
principal used specific language to further diminish the sovereign divide and remind staff
that she, in association with them, was committed to the effective education of students.
A second core value, associated with the initiative, was that of service. Middle schooling
was presented to staff as service to the school, service to students and service to families
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and subsequently an essential function of the business of SEC. The principal positioned
middle schooling as an ideal way to provide for students and, in doing so, providing for
the whole community. The religious foundations of tradition gave clear instructions as to
the essential nature of service, and the principal again quoted from the religious text to
ground the obligation of staff to provide and serve.
The brothers should serve one another. Consequently, no one will be
excused from ... service unless he is sick or engaged in some important
business of the monastery, for such service increases reward and fosters
love. (Rule of Benedict 35:1-2)

Following the use of this quote, she reminded staff, “it is the obligation of all of us to
improve the experiences of our girls” (research journal, Dec. 2002) and stated that there
existed a connection between service, middle schooling and fulfilling that obligation. She
removed herself as the recipient of this service, making it clear that any of these changes
were being considered solely for the students and that it was a religious and communitydriven imperative that middle schooling should exist in the future planning of the
school.
Meeting the individual needs of students was the third value that was drawn upon by the
principal to persuade staff of the necessity of change and middle schooling. Previous
professional development workshops had been conducted at the school looking at
differentiated curriculum and designing appropriate class and assessment tasks to meet
the needs of various types of learners. Many staff had embraced the ideas and strategies
presented in these workshops and the principal described the middle school classroom
as the ideal environment to put many of these ideas into practice. She also reminded
staff, through again quoting from the religious text, that catering to the needs of all
students was essential in fulfilling the directives set out in the heritage of SEC.
Let those who are not strong have help so that they may serve without
distress, and let everyone receive help as the size of the community or local
conditions warrant. (Rule of Benedict 35:3-4)

She stated that gifted students needed challenges that they weren’t receiving in any kind
of organised way in the ‘current situation’. She also stated that students with special
needs had specific requirements that middle schooling pedagogy could support. She
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concluded her quotes from this text by stating that the goal of teaching at SEC should
reflect a key phrase, familiar in the culture of the school, that “the strong have
something to yearn for and the weak nothing to run from” (Rule of Benedict 64:19).
According to the principal, the introduction of middle schooling would provide staff
with the means to achieve this in their daily teaching experiences.

Pedagogical	
  Foundations	
  
To further convince the staff of the importance for this initiative, the principal sought to
construct further associations between middle schooling and the pedagogical discourses
that existed in the current educational field. As she continued to introduce the discourse
of middle schooling to the teaching body, she labelled it as “a way forward”, able to
solve the problem of student engagement identified in previous meetings by the assistant
principal, whilst simultaneously allowing the school to provide “better outcomes for
students” (research journal, Dec. 2002). By aligning middle schooling with better
outcomes (and, by association, tradition), the principal drew upon staff investments in
both their own teaching practices as providing ideal educational opportunities for
students and SEC as a long-established site of excellence. The earlier setting up of the
problem of student engagement by the assistant principal had created a dissonance with
this ideal version of excellence, and the principal situated middle schooling as able to
“bridge the gap” between the two (research journal, Dec. 2002). She stated, “I want what
you want [better outcomes for students]” and proposed the initiative as a “good way of
getting us there” (research journal, Dec. 2002).
Along with middle schooling, the principal also introduced another new discourse at this
meeting, built on the foundations of the ‘future of schooling’ discourse, which had been
prominent in schooling literature for a number of years. In the school context, she spoke
of “moving into the 21st century” as an educational imperative and, through the course
of her introduction of both discourses to staff, aligned middle schooling with the future
of SEC (research journal, Dec. 2002). Since many ideas of future development had
already been agreed upon by staff in previous contexts (staff laptops, building plans,
improvements in school technology, authentic assessment review, strategic plan), the
principal drew upon this discursive association to establish a credible (or at least
substantiated) foundation to propose further change. This discourse portrayed a future
that provided improvements in educational experiences for students. It was one with
141

which the staff were familiar and, through the ongoing repetition of dialogue about
improvement and change, not one that caused surprise. She also spoke of a predetermined future date, “the year after next”, authoritatively establishing middle
schooling in the future of the school (research journal, Dec. 2002).
Another critical association made by the principal, to promote the acceptance of the
middle schooling discourse, was that of connecting the proposed benefits of the
initiative with the specific learning needs of girls. The discourses around girls’ education
had long been embedded and established as discourses of truth in the school context
and were already aligned with and delimited by the discourses of tradition, pedagogy and
care (elaborated in Chapter 2). With a long heritage of Catholic schooling, and
particularly girls’ schooling, SEC as a learning community was legitimised as an authority
to make statements about education, care and girls’ learning. It was positioned in this
authority by government bodies (eg. Board of Studies), the local community, parents and
staff, as well as by the discourse of tradition. This authority subsequently supported the
middle schooling discourse in a position of truth.
The principal, as sovereign, drew on this authority to state at the staff meeting that girls,
especially adolescent girls, had “particular learning needs” in order to feel “engaged”
(research journal, Dec. 2002). She described the staff’s knowledge of girls as a strength,
“it’s what we do best – we know girls” but that there was a gap, a hole, a discursive space,
where needs were not being met by current practices. She positioned middle schooling
as an initiative that was responsive to the obligation and business of girls’ education and
could support their social, emotional and academic development. She stated that parents
had expectations about the education and care of their daughters that meant that SEC
had “a mandate to ensure that our curriculum is responsive to students’ needs and
responsive to developments in pedagogy”. However, at this stage she offered limited
explanation of what these needs were and what middle schooling could specifically offer
to support them. She presented the information about girls as self-evident fact for a
group of teachers familiar with the teaching of girls and made brief reference to
particular learning practices such as “working in groups” to ground her association. She
used the term “unique” on several occasions during this part of her presentation, such as
the “unique social, emotional and learning needs of girls” and the school’s “unique
educational situation” of catering solely for girls (research journal, Dec. 2002), drawing
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on the previously established connection between the current pedagogical structures of
the school and what could be created for the future of girls’ learning.
The final pedagogical association made at this stage of the meeting was that of aligning
middle schooling with the specific educational experience of transition. Year Seven was
identified as a significant year of transition for high school students, one in which they
had the critical task of moving schools, developing relationships, struggling with the
physical and emotional changes of adolescence and forging an identity to take them into
the senior years of schooling and beyond. This concept was later to become a
contingency for the development of middle schooling at SEC, however at this time it
was a new condition to be applied to the needs of young adolescents in schools (see
Chapter 1.4).
Year Nine was identified as a problem at the peak of disengagement, but Year Seven was
named as the point at which staff at SEC could start making a difference. The principal
identified the middle years as those years spanning the development of “our girls” from
childhood to later adolescence and she argued that the social, emotional and learning
needs of these students were different in every way to the stages before and after.
According to the principal, “poorly managed transition leads to disengagement” and
“whilst our disengagement may be subtle, it is our performance that shows the results
[of disengagement]” (research journal, Dec. 2002). Girls, in particular, were identified as
struggling with the challenges and confusion of identity formation, often leading to
disengagement which manifested in one of three ways at the school: the present but
absent student; the disruptor; or the “mean girl” (research journal, Dec. 2002). Middle
schooling could provide both a supportive and challenging environment to address
many of these ‘problems’.

Structural	
  Foundations	
  
A third foundation which the principal sought to create was with particular structures
and accountabilities of the school. As a business, SEC was (and remains) bounded by the
discourses of education and economics. One of the key elements that existed at the
intersection of these discourses was that of student enrolments, the very foundation on
which the business existed. As CEO of the company, the principal had a fundamental
responsibility to ensure that enrolments were sufficient to fulfil economic expectations
143

and marketing the school was one of her roles in the business. One of the ways she
aimed to do this was to promote the school as a centre of excellence and innovation,
providing a key service to the community of students in its care. When referring to this
time later in our interview, she claimed that she felt middle schooling would “become a
significant drawcard for potential enrolments and with further spreading of the ‘word’
that the college will be a leader in pedagogy for junior curriculum [in the region]”
(interview Sept. 2005). At the staff meeting, she spoke of middle schooling as a way in
which SEC could “provide” something special for students, a “drawcard to offer
incoming families” and a way to ensure that the school remained “unique” and
“competitive” in the local community. Statements such as these drew on the language of
business and marketing and were reflective of a relatively undisclosed situation, that new
Year Seven enrolments had been falling since the change in leadership from the last
religious to the first lay principal.
Further evidence of the focus on enrolments is found in the Board of Directors (2002)
document for forward planning at the school, ‘Strategic Priorities and Goals’, that
contained a series of key priority areas, with a number of goals attached to each area.
Their document identified as one of these priorities to “support educational service
delivery with strategic positioning” (Priority Area 5: Resources and Finance), with one of
the goals derived from this priority being to “develop a school fee structure which
widen[s] access” for a larger number of incoming students (Goal 5.1, p. 3). This
particular goal indicated the need, determined by the Board at this time, to boost student
numbers and created for the principal a clear directive for her role. Promoting and
aligning middle schooling with enrolments thus became a strategy by the principal,
which addressed the dual purpose of persuading staff to connect middle schooling with
service to the community (an established discourse within the religious foundations of
the school) as well as appeasing the Board by proposing an initiative that had the
potential to ensure the future security of the business entity that was SEC.

The Middle School
The principal’s strategies at the meeting situated middle schooling within the network of
discourses and objects that existed in the school and attempted, in doing this, to regulate
and delimit what was possible to consider as future options for the proposal. However,
the middle school was not solely contained within the limits of these constructions and
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as the object emerged, it was shaped by many new discourses, subjectivities and shifting
boundaries.
Having stated with some certainty that a middle school would become a reality at SEC,
the principal had effectively propelled the idea into the public spotlight and created the
manifest existence of the Middle School as a discursive object. She had aligned middle
schooling with other discourses and objects that already existed in the school context
and created a discursive space in which the object of ‘the middle school’ could appear. It
was in this space that a future could be spoken about and other key players, such as
particular KLA coordinators and others who were to become instrumental in its
development, now had to describe and construct the object within the possibilities of
that future. Having set up the conditions for existence of the Middle School, the
principal then strategically handed the presentation over to the assistant principal to
generate interest, enthusiasm and support for the initiative. It was his task to present the
vision, the pedagogy and the importance of learning spaces in providing ‘better
outcomes for students’.
Whilst the principal had grounded the object in current practices and realities, the
assistant principal moved discursively into the space of the unknown. He could only
describe something that did not yet exist and in his choice of language and imagery, he
constructed a particular, idealised version of middle schooling for staff to consider.

Vision	
  
In order to create a space for this visionary model of middle schooling to exist, the
assistant principal began by establishing the future as a problem. He labelled it as
unknown, uncertain and one for which our students, and ‘ourselves’ (the community of
teachers with which he identified in this statement), would be unprepared if current
practices were maintained. The future that he described held possibilities for the
existence of an ‘ideal’ Middle School and he made reference to the ‘facts’ that had been
established by himself and the principal, that the present problems could only be
addressed with change (research journal, Dec. 2002).
The assistant principal began by creating connections with the ‘moving into the 21st
century’ discourse that had been established by the principal. He read excerpts from
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Hedley Beare’s “I am the future’s child” (2001 pp. 11-17) to further legitimise the
necessity of a change to current pedagogy, in order to “equip our girls for a future we
don’t even know about” (research journal, Dec. 2002).
Hullo. I am Angelica. I am 5 years old. I really don’t have much of a past. I
fact, I am the future. You need to understand what I am learning to believe,
how I think about my future, what my world-view is. You and I both want
me to be a success in the world which I enter as an adult and which I will be
responsible for. In future days I will admire you for being able to look
forward with me and help me define what I need to learn. (Beare, 2001 p.
11)

He described a future for this hypothetical child which included considerably
transformed social, economic and communication systems and a process of schooling in
which the role of the teacher was substantially changed. Education and employment
were labelled as constantly shifting entities and he made statements such as “the
industrial model of loyalty and longevity in a career will be long gone” and “the jobs that
our students will work in have not even been invented yet” (research journal, Dec. 2002).
He described the effects of globalisation, population changes and environmental
concerns. Quoting Angelica, he posed a series of challenging questions to staff,
So do you know what to teach me? Do you know what I need to learn? And
do you know how to teach me? Are you confident that you can design a
curriculum which will equip me to live in my world? (Beare, 2001 p. 17)

The assistant principal used these descriptions of uncertainty and references to the child
of the future as an emotionally persuasive strategy, appealing to staff subjectivities as
professional educators (and for many, as parents). He asked them the question, “what
will we, as teachers, do when this girl arrives in our classes?” (research journal, Dec.
2002). By posing these questions, the assistant principal problematised current practices,
further paving the way for the acceptance of change as an inevitable part of any future
and the Middle School as a solution to the challenges of the unknown.
The assistant principal went on to present details about his Adelaide school visit and
argued that the newly emerged object of the Middle School and SEC would be a “perfect
fit”. He described the atmosphere and structure of the middle school he had visited and
constructed an inspirational vision of this strcuture as an idealised learning environment
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where students were in control of their own learning, engaged and connected with the
real world beyond the classroom. He described an atmosphere of productive activity and
streamlined processes where “all students knew what they were doing and were busy
getting on with it” (research journal, Dec. 2002). He also described the teachers in this
setting, none of whom were “teaching from the front of the room” but were “actively
engaged in the learning process with their students”. As teachers, he argued that it
should be our goal to be “active collaborators in the learning process” and “lifelong
learners”, freeing ourselves from “the tyranny of tests, and knowing and teaching
everything” (research journal, Dec. 2002).
In this visionary ideal of future, learning was fundamentally connected with technology
and this became an important association that was aligned with the aims of middle
schooling. As the assistant principal had previously been instrumental in introducing
laptops for all staff and had also conducted professional development in using
technology in the classroom, he spoke from a position of authority amongst staff in
making these connections. He described classroom systems where all students had
access to laptops and a future in which iPods and mobile phones became tools for
learning. He saw “video conferencing, on-line theatre, and a school-based television
station” as very real possibilities and that effective use of technology should be
“seamless, integrated and invisible” (research journal, Dec. 2002). He described
bandwidths and downloads and the restrictions of the current infrastructure at SEC. He
argued that the lack of student access to computers was a significant impediment to both
their learning and the type of technology-driven future that he envisaged; in his vision,
“technology wouldn’t be something that was added to middle school, it would be one of
the languages of middle school” (interview, Aug. 2008).
At the meeting, he labelled the current, inadequate state of technology at SEC as “a
problem in the present that could be solved in the future” and that by addressing this
problem “we can open up a whole new world of learning for our students” (research
journal, Dec. 2002). He described, as one of the possibilities of this learning, “interacting
with a global community” through technology. He made reference to an international
communication experiment that had recently been conducted by the Language
department (connecting SEC with an Italian school) as a norm rather than a novelty in
this technological future. Grounding this presentation to staff was the assistant
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principal’s assertions that technology helped to provide “learning without boundaries”
and that the “core business” of schools should not be “content delivery, but facilitating
learning” (Board discussion paper, 2002 p. 2).
As well as the appeal to a future dominated by technological change, the assistant
principal also addressed the, as yet unspoken, question of “what’s in it for us?” that had
been previously voiced when other changes had been introduced. In both their
interviews, the principal and assistant principal talked about how they had anticipated
that there would be concerns about teaching, timeframes and the extra workload this
change could involve. In these interviews, they both acknowledged that staff were
change weary and they recognised that introducing a change that was not essential could
be perceived by staff as too hard and unnecessary. In an attempt to ameliorate these
attitudes and pre-empt potential resistance, the assistant principal linked the initiative
with positive impacts on the teaching environment. He made statements about improved
engagement, better behaviour of Year Nine students, the rewards of “really getting to
know your girls” and the decrease of workload in some areas, such as marking (due to
integrated tasks) and fewer students to have to know each year (research journal, Dec.
2002). He also described a “freeing” of the pressure on teachers to have all the answers.
He also drew upon similar principles as those articulated in his discussion paper to the
Board when he described how, in the ‘future’, students would not need teachers to
access most information due to the power of the internet. In doing so he argued that the
foundation of knowledge that previously defined teachers’ authority would be changed.
Instead of needing to know everything, teachers could become partners with their
students in the learning process. However, this had an unanticipated effect amongst
staff. It posed a significant challenge to professional subjectivities that was reflected in a
concern expressed by many in the moments and months that followed, “if we don’t
know everything, what do we teach?” (research journal, Dec. 2002).

Pedagogy	
  and	
  Learning	
  Spaces	
  
In the Board discussion paper (2002) and later interview (2008), the assistant principal
explicated his personal, pedagogical foundations and beliefs with reference to middle
schooling. To the Board he had promoted “creativity in teaching and learning” based on
“deep learning ... [that] has students move from content to collaboration to creation”
(2002 p. 6) in his effort to convince them of the value of middle schooling for SEC.
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When later reflecting on “the goal I had in mind” for the proposed middle school, he
described his hope that “students would have a much more active voice in the process
[of their learning]” and that “there would be more collaboration between teachers in
their teaching that would allow for individualisation and differentiation – that the sorts
of teaching methods we would use would be less us and more them”. He also envisaged
for any future model “quality teacher feedback to students and quality student feedback
to teachers” (interview, Aug. 2008). All of these ideas of future were presented at this
meeting as an indirect contrast to the situation that was currently in existence at the
school.
It was at this November staff meeting that the assistant principal first introduced
pedagogical statements which became fundamental to the continued discourse of middle
schooling at SEC: statements which referred to the objects of integration, rich learning,
student-centred learning, real world connections and authentic assessment. Engagement
had already been established as a meaningful object and he connected these new
statements as having made a substantial difference to issues of engagement in other
contexts. For example, he named specific instances of Australian research, such as
Education Queensland’s Productive Pedagogies (see Chapter 1.4) initiative that was in its
early stages and the National Middle Schooling Project by the Australian Curriculum
Studies Association (see Chapter 1.4) to provide examples of the application of these
objects. Both projects had significant connections with the proposed developments at
SEC and the assistant principal situated them as essential background research for an
understanding of the new pedagogical framework that would be constructed. At this
stage, neither of these initiatives were familiar to most staff, although, as one staff
member reflected following the event, “if it’s going to happen I’d better have a look at
them” (research journal, Dec. 2002).
The assistant principal described many aspects of his imaginings of the ideal pedagogy of
middle schooling. Many of these were new in the context of the school (for example,
negotiated learning, student access to personal technology in the classroom) and others
built on earlier professional development (for example, differentiation, authentic
assessment). Three aspects, in particular, were elaborated in greater detail at this meeting
and presented as key features of the current proposal: real world connections, rich
learning (rich tasks) and integration. The assistant principal aligned rich learning with a
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focus on authentic assessment to connect staff with concepts with which they were
already familiar, and described this type of learning as an essential pedagogical tool to
ensure that students were engaged with their learning. He also made statements about
the integration of subjects as fundamentally inherent in real world experience. This was
one of the key tenets of middle schooling principles and pedagogy, which could take the
form of the integration of whole courses, specific elements or integrated projects and
tasks. He argued that in the world ‘out there’, subjects did not occur in discrete pockets
as they did in schools, but were combined in different ways according to the needs of a
particular project or situation. These connections with the real world were presented as
additional keys to further fostering student engagement and connecting them with the
relevance of their schooling experiences.
After describing the pedagogical space for the proposed initiative, the assistant principal
moved to an introduction of the importance of physical learning spaces that promote
learning and were flexible enough to cater to the various needs of learners. He described
current classroom environments as “beige and boring” (research journal, Dec. 2002) and
as acting as concrete impediments to creative learning for both staff and students. The
assistant principal acknowledged that the school would be constrained by certain
physical features of the existing buildings and classroom spaces, but that much could still
be done to create learning environments that were “stimulating, holistic and inviting”
(research journal, Dec. 2002). Drawing on his experiences with the Adelaide school, he
visualised for staff learning spaces that were flexible, colourful and open, including a
great deal of glass to encourage a sense of “connectedness” amongst a cohort. The
language he used depicted an exciting, creative and holistic learning environment and
appealed directly to staff subjectivities as innovative professionals. He described features
such as multiple display areas, differentiated activity areas, modular furniture and
workstations, integrated technology with fast wireless access, shared ICT pods
connected to classrooms, and community spaces to facilitate larger group activities. For
many staff, these were highly desirable attributes, particularly given the dated and
restrictive nature of the spaces available at that time. The assistant principal identified
accessibility to material and electronic resources as imperative to the success of any
middle school initiative, particularly the one that he was promoting for the future of
SEC.
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A key phrase the assistant principal introduced during this part of his presentation was
that of “learning spaces related to learning outcomes” (research journal, Dec. 2002), a
statement that aligned his previous description of the pedagogical environment of
middle schooling with his current discussion of the physical environment of a future
middle school at SEC. He presented the argument that student learning and engagement
could be supported by a more considered and innovative use of the material space of the
school buildings. To the staff he pointed out facets of learning that would be supported
by a reconsideration of learning spaces within the context of a middle schooling
framework. He named such practices and objects as ‘collaboration’, ‘self-directed
learning’, ‘seamless technology’, ‘differentiation’, ‘learning styles’, ‘team-work’,
‘integration’, ‘project-based learning’, ‘flexible delivery’, ‘sharing information and
resources’, ‘access to information’, ‘creativity’ and, importantly, ‘engagement’. All of
these were presented as ideal objectives for an authentically passionate educator and
ultimately connected with the discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’.
The assistant principal’s description at this meeting of innovative and future-looking
learning spaces was not simply his imaginings. As a result of the Board and the
principal’s previous authorisation and planning, the assistant principal was able to align
the future middle school with a future space for that. As a solely discursive object at this
stage of the initiative, the Middle School could only exist in dialogue about learning and
future. However, through its connection with the new facilities, the assistant principal
was able to describe it at this meeting with potential material existence in architectural
space. He reviewed for staff previously presented plans for the renovation and extension
of various buildings and locations in the school. He then went on to name the specific
physical location in the school, “the top floor of B-Block”, that would be redeveloped to
accommodate the Middle School as a reality at SEC. It was this statement that gave
many staff an idea of the concrete actuality of the initiative as these spaces already had
material existence in the school environment. All staff had used these classrooms at
some point in time and the shift from imagined to actual could be visualised more
readily. The redesign of both the space and the pedagogy gained greater certainty as
future possibilities and many staff (including myself) began the process of trying to
imagine the assistant principal’s visionary ideal existing within the prosaic boundaries of
the current classrooms.
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Passing the Baton
Following the assistant principal’s exposition on the future Middle School, the principal
addressed the meeting again to announce that she was handing the continuation of the
task of investigation and implementation to the assistant principal and interested staff.
She announced the formation of a committee to investigate the various models and
operational realities that the Middle School would/could entail. She made it clear that
she would be giving the committee specific directives, but that the investigations and
presentations would be coordinated through the governmental role of the assistant
principal. This action allowed her to distance herself from some of the actions of change
as they occurred, as well as aligning the initiative with the established academic
investments of the assistant principal. His research into engagement and differentiated
learning had established his pedagogical authority amongst staff and it was he who had
promoted the possibility of middle schooling most concretely to the Board. The
principal had been the one to acquire the financial approval for the major renewal of
buildings and facilities but it was the assistant principal who completed much of the
investigation and consultation with staff and architects regarding the shape this would
take. The principal made use of his position as ‘an authority’, and she deployed him in a
way that utilised, adapting Foucault,
[his] status … [as] the individual who [had] the right, sanctioned by law or
tradition, juridically defined or spontaneously accepted, to proffer such a
discourse ... involv[ing] criteria of competence and knowledge; institutions,
systems, pedagogic norms; ... conditions that give [him] the right ... to
practise and to extend [such] knowledge. (Foucault, 1972 p. 50)

The assistant principal was one of the key players in the project and was positioned by
the principal as an associate in maintaining the momentum and vision of the initiative.
Being vested with the task of managing the project, ensured that many of his
investments, and the power of his knowledge, became far more influential. This allowed
the assistant principal’s vision to become ascendant and, later, concrete as the Middle
School became increasingly tangible and populated with pedagogy. The principal had
given the assistant principal a key role to play in the development of the initiative and
divested some of her ultimate sovereignty as a result.
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The announcement of a committee forecast a further consultative process in the
progression of the initiative. Despite the predetermined conclusion that middle
schooling would be a part of the future of the school, the principal publically handed
ownership of the initiative to staff through the naming of the future Middle School
committee. Staff were invited to submit their interest to join. The principal described
this strategy in the meeting as a way to allow a group of teachers to have a say in the
decisions relating to ‘the middle school’. The unstated subtext, however, was that
dissenting voices could be monitored under sovereign control within the committee and
that choices made by the committee would become the responsibility of that group,
further distancing the process of change from the principal and embedding the
development of the object more directly within the staff. Despite the introduction of the
committee, many staff remained sceptical of the motivation behind this strategy of
inclusion and, immediately following the meeting, several made comments such as,
“there’s no point ‘consulting’, they already know what they want” and “it’s not going to
matter what I have to say about any of it” (research journal, Dec. 2002).
Many questions were asked at the conclusion of the meeting, most of which neither the
principal nor the assistant principal answered directly, rather staff were directed to “join
the committee” if they wanted to have a say (research journal, Dec. 2002). Staff
expressed concerns over the timeline for implementation, changes to timetables,
inclusion of subjects, loss of senior classes and compulsory involvement. Some also
stated that this would be an unnecessary change and questioned the promises for
improvement made about the initiative. As many committees had been established in
recent years, staff were wary of the volume of work and time required for membership
of any new committee. However, since it was informally expected that all staff join at
least one active committee per year, it was assured of membership. Despite a general
feeling of “not another committee” in comments made on the walk back to the staff
room, the introduction of the initiative had generated interest amongst some staff
(including myself), who were curious about the opportunities this new change could
offer.
The subsequent formation of the committee and investigations into the proposal by
committee members meant that the object of the Middle School was later considered in
different ways from those presented and intended by the key leadership players. The
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executive’s earlier strategising and manoeuvring had set up some conditions, but was
inevitably not able to determine the ways in which the object would be taken up in the
public discursive environment of SEC. Through the action of both forming the
committee and distancing herself from it, the principal had unintentionally invited the
influence of ‘deregulated’ subjectivities, along with the assistant principal’s alternate
point-of-view in shaping the future of the object. The strategy had been to give
committee members choice within a predetermined set of discursive parameters – the
limits that had been decided by the school leaders and could be monitored and regulated
by the assistant principal. However, it was now a public object, “finally emerged as a
discipline in a constant state of renewal, subject to constant discoveries, criticisms and
corrected errors” (Foucault, 1972 p. 47) and, as such, it became open for contestation
and unauthorised description.
By the end of this meeting, the Middle School had been identified as an object under
construction and an object that would have practical application in the future. However,
it had no concrete existence at the instance of its introduction, and drew upon
statements in the discourse of middle schooling to give it possibility. The object (at this
meeting and the months which followed) was defined primarily by its future, bounded by
the details and limits of its possibility, which were regulated by operational conditions
and contingencies in the school context. By releasing the object of the Middle School to
the public, it was now out of the control of the key players. It could now be openly
debated, discussed, described and contested and an explosion of dialogue amongst staff
began. Staff expressed a variety of reactions to the proposal: anger, bitterness, curiosity,
excitement and resistance, with the most insistent and active of these being resistance.
This set up the situation that many staff aligned with one of two extremes with regard to
the initiative in their conversations with other staff: those of interest or resistance as they
entered into further consideration of the object under debate.
The presentation to staff about the idea of middle schooling now existed as a positive
condition of production upon which the future possibility of the Middle School could
exist. Many of these conditions of possibility for the Middle School to emerge from the
surface of SEC had been established prior to the meeting in November 2002, and all of
these conditions continued to have regulatory effects on how the object could be
conceived and developed in the school context. Indeed, any of these conditions could be
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argued to also operate in a contingent role as well as providing foundations for the
possibilities of existence for the object. As conditions, they existed as essential for the
possibility of middle schooling to first emerge and then further develop in this context.
Once the object had emerged as one with discursive status, further conditions set up its
essential progression. However, once they fulfilled their role as conditions, their
continued influence became contingent to how the object of the Middle School
negotiated its further construction and concrete existence in the context of the school.
Once the object of the Middle School had been brought into the public dialogue, the
difference between the object and the discourse became almost indistinguishable in
some contexts. Through the course of its existence amongst school leaders, the
discourse of ‘middle schooling’ had become simply known as ‘middle school’. With the
introduction of both discourse and object to all staff at this meeting, came a conflation
of what had been in place as the discourse of ‘middle school’ with the object of ‘the
Middle School’ and in most future dialogue, publication and other references in the
school context (including many of my own journal entries and other reflections), it
became referred to only as ‘middle school’, indicating either discourse or object, delineated
according to the context. Despite this conflation, I will continue to refer to them using
separate terminology for the remainder of this thesis as both an analytical device and to
aid reader differentiation between the two.

3.2 Reactions and Regulation (the debated object)
Discursive Tension and Debate
At the November meeting, the middle school initiative had been given the public “status
of an object – and therefore of making it manifest, nameable and describable” (Foucault
1972 p. 41). Its manifest existence in the leadership context had allowed it to be
supported behind the scenes and now it had been named by ‘those who counted’ as an
object of future possibility. In the instance of its introduction, the principal and assistant
principal held, “among the totality of speaking individuals [at SEC], ... the right to use
this sort of language” of middle schooling and change (Foucault 1972 p. 50). Their
sovereign positions in the school context were invested with the power to introduce and
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implement such a significant change and their combined authority meant they were the
valid voices of change at this meeting. However, the described object could also become
a debated object and, in the public context, it was open to other discourses and
subjectivities that took the idea up, modified it or rejected it entirely (Foucault, 1972 p.
43). Following the meeting, the Middle School was separate from the regulated and
monitored conditions of the school leadership team. It was a public object and open to
conditions and contingencies beyond the influence of the previous key players. New
players emerged, who positioned the initiative as one to be discussed, described, debated
and contested and in this public space, all stakeholders became authorised to make
statements that regulated possibilities for its existence.
As a large staff body, there were many voices to join the debate, all of which had
particular investments in both tradition and innovation. These investments meant that
some staff held particularly strong views about the presented idea (and those who
presented it). These emerged as public statements about the Middle School, shaping
directions for future development. Resistance became a powerful force of regulation, as
both the discourse and the object were the sites of continued instability and were
described and constructed in various and differing ways by both the supporters and
resistors of the initiative. Through the course of investigations and development of its
structure and curriculum, the Middle School was constituted by the opposing forces of
resistance and promotion. Both of these forces, and the tension between them, had a
regulatory effect and the curriculum that was created for implementation at the
beginning of 2004 was a particular response to the various contextual factors in
operation. The object of the Middle School needed to have a continued existence to be
considered operationally valid in the school context and these forces of resistance
became a contingency that shaped how it was presented to staff and what it was able to
become.
Over the next two months (the remainder of the academic year), ‘the middle school’ was
a topic of frequent discussion and debate amongst staff. Corridors and staff rooms
became sites of promotion and resistance and those who were most strongly invested
ensured that their voices were heard in various forums. Investments became increasingly
emotional for some staff, with those in favour becoming almost evangelical in their
support (“this is the way teaching should be”), while those against used influential
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arguments to contest many of the discursive foundations for the initiative that had been
presented (in particular, the issues of engagement as presented by the assistant principal).
Other staff presented a sceptical view of both the proposal and its motivations, with
comments such as “[the assistant principal] is just doing this for his master’s degree”
(research journal, Dec. 2002), and later recollections by the English coordinator, “he was
pushing the middle school thing and some people cynically said, he was writing his
PhD” (interview, Sept. 2005), reflecting this stance. At the same time, many staff
withdrew from the debate with statements such as “I just won’t be a part of it”, “it won’t
change anything I do” or “it will happen whether I agree with it or not – I’ll just wait and
see” (research journal, Dec. 2002). These staff members did not enter into the discursive
regulation at this point, although some became players further along in its progression.
At this point, new promoters of the Middle School emerged, who set about positioning
it as an essential part of the pastoral and pedagogical future of SEC. Most influential of
these supporters were those who were authorised to speak in this context through either
their embedded position within the nostalgic identity of the school, their current
interaction with the middle schooling discourse, or their recognised authority which
drew on various sources (sovereign, academic, experiential, traditional). Some supportive
statements made by a variety of staff at the time were:
“We’ll get to know our students better”
“It will help us to be authentically pastoral”
“I teach like that anyway – it will be good to have some recognition”
“I want to have all those resources in my classroom”
“They’re going to do it for the gifted kids in [Gifted Coordinator]’s class”
“All of the educational literature points to the success of this approach”
“We needed to look at what we’re doing that’s not working anyway – this is
perfect timing”
“All of the big Sydney schools are doing it”
(research journal, Dec. 2002)
These statements came from various coordinators, long-standing members of staff and
some newer and enthusiastic staff. I entered into the dialogue at this time, expressing my
interest and support for the initiative and asking the assistant principal for more details
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of his vision. As I also intended joining the Middle School Committee, I started to gather
documents about the concept and pedagogy. Through my reading, I became inspired by
possibilities and felt a connection with the ideas that were presented, and I became one
of those ‘new players’ who started promoting the object with evidence from my own
reading.
However, the initiative was also rejected by others, some of whom were drawing on
similar authorised discourses in the school context, including sovereign and academic
discourses, and particularly the discourse of tradition. Staff opposed to the idea of
middle schooling made statements which reflected the discomfort or fear they felt with
the proposal and attacked either the pedagogical foundations, the need for change, or
leadership motivations (“that wasn’t real evidence” and “it’s all an American thing – we
don’t have the same problems they do over there”). Many of these staff also had
nostalgic connections to the discourse of tradition and much of the contestation focused
on the success of previous and existing pedagogical structures. They made comments
such as “what’s wrong with what we have?” and “this has been done before” (research
journal, Dec. 2002). Many resistors were vocal and insistent, with some of the comments
quoted below heard repeatedly in various contexts:
“I’ve been here so long, I’ve seen it all before – it’s just like constructivism in the
80s”
“Sounds like primary school to me”
“It’s all too ‘airy fairy’ – what is actually going to happen?”
“Vertical streaming was so much better that this. We never had a problem with
engagement back then”
“It will be fine for the gifted kids, they can cope, but not the others”
“They’ve got no idea what they’re going to do with it”
“Don’t get sucked in” – to me, when I expressed interest.
“Who will teach it? Which subjects?”
“Will that mean I don’t get to teach Year Seven if I’m not involved?”
“I’ve just re-written all of the Year Seven programs”
“What about my senior classes?”
“It will have to be two separate schools to make it work, like CBC [a local school
with a split timetable], and I don’t want that” (research journal, Dec. 2002)
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This resistance continued to have an important influence throughout the discursive
existence of middle schooling at SEC and its regulatory effect became contingent for the
form of middle schooling which was eventually operationalised in the school context.
Resistance functioned at different stages and in different ways and established instances
of discontinuity as it closed directions (and opened others), creating limits and
boundaries for the Middle School. However, the power of this resistance was diminished
once a ‘critical’ mass’ was reached where the voices in favour of middle schooling
outnumbered those who were against it. Although it was still present, resistance became
more subtle and operated to foster debate, invite questioning and reject certain ideas and
proposals when they were investigated and presented. As a developing object, the
Middle School came to be regulated less by resistance during this time and more by
other relations, discourses, objects and events which supported its continuation.

Delimitation of the Object
Foucault (1972) uses the term ‘delimitation’ (p. 41) to describe the process and product
of defining the boundaries or extremes at which an object or discourse finds its limits. It
is at these limits that the object is defined, not by what is contained within, but by those
objects, discourses and conditions external to these limits, and therefore defined by
different rules and limits of their own. It is at these limits that the object is at its most
defined and its most transient. With any change in these boundaries of definition beyond
the recognition of established conditions, it could become ‘something else’ and no
longer be known as the same object. Take, for example, the object of the ‘teacher’.
Teachers at SEC were regulated by a particular set of criteria, which allowed them to be
named in this way, and defined as this object. However, it is in the limit-definition
between teachers at SEC and those at other schools (in particular, non-private or
government schools) that it becomes clear that two different objects of ‘teacher’ are
being described at these limits. They may share the same title, role and profession, but
can no more be called the same object than a painting could be called a sculpture. They
are no doubt both artworks, yet each form and structure requires different materials,
different methods of construction and a different language with which to describe them.
The more specific object of ‘teachers at SEC’ can also be explored as an example in this
way. In the early years of its history, all teachers at SEC were of a religious order, in this
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case, nuns. Over time, with fewer women entering a religious life, non-religious, or ‘lay’,
teachers began to teach at the school (although all still had a strong Catholic faith).
Eventually, the situation was reached where the last religious teacher at SEC left the
school (the previous principal) and, with the arrival of the new principal, the object of
‘teachers at SEC’ was comprised of a fully lay staff, some even with no religious faith at
all. This object, although sharing the same title and even physical location, can be
recognisable as a different object at these limits of time. In a similar way, the nameable
object of a ‘middle school’ would be defined in different ways under different local
conditions. At SEC, the object was delimited by certain conditions and contingencies
(see Chapter 2), other objects (Year Seven; technology), local discourses (tradition; better
outcomes) and other non-discursive factors (physical buildings of the school; budget) in
the discursive space of the school.
Foucault (1972) also recognised that in identifying the delimitation of objects, “we are
studying statements at the limit that separates them from what is not said, in the
occurrence that allows them to emerge to the exclusion of all others” (p. 119). The
statements that could function to construct and delimit the object of the Middle School
were themselves determined and regulated by the limits/conditions of possibility in the
environment of SEC. The debate and negotiations between support for, and resistance
to, the initiative were active in the dynamic constitution of the object. Along with “the
distribution of gaps, voids, absences, limits, divisions” (p. 119), this debate became one
of those contingencies that allowed certain statements to be made in support of either
position.
This tension between support and resistance eventually gave rise to a set of criteria that
established the foundations of what the Middle School could and could not become at
SEC. At this stage, because of the uncertainty as to what was actually on offer, many
staff considered the initiative at its most extreme in structure and pedagogy; the
delimitation focused primarily on what the Middle School could not be and what, in
current practice, needed to be retained. According to general consensus amongst both
supporters and resistors, it could not be a separate campus, a separate staff, an imitation
of primary school or a ‘soft’ option. As staff had no concrete model to consider, these
limits were based on an understanding of the vision that had been presented by the
assistant principal. Many of those opposed to middle schooling were concerned about
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what would be lost in the process of the initiative and other limits were identified to
guard against this loss. In order to be positioned for acceptance by staff, the Middle
School had to exist within the parameters of pre-existing pedagogical, physical and
nostalgic limitations at the school. These included such things as the requirements of the
Board of Studies, the academic rigour of existing programs, the structural limitations of
the school buildings, the need to provide quality girls’ education, and the ‘unique’
requirements of SEC (whatever these might be).
Although other years were mentioned in the literature as comprising ‘the middle years’,
in its first public incarnation, the Middle School at SEC only included Year Seven. This
meant that the object of the Middle School was considered only in association with the
existing object of ‘Year Seven students’, an assumption that became another positional
boundary for the Middle School in this early stage of its delimitation. The principal
stated in her interview that she had always planned to “further the influence of middle
school into Year Nine” (interview, Sept. 2005), but this was not made evident to KLA
leaders and staff. This served to minimise the immediate impact of the scale of the
change that was being proposed. It provided the key players with the opportunity to
moderate the resistance they knew they would receive if the proposed initiative was
perceived to be bigger than the assistant principal’s carefully constructed proposal.
By defining certain limits and pushing against the boundaries of what was possible to be
thought about at that time, the foundations for the Middle School at SEC also served to
contextualise the object and position it within a network of other discourses and objects
within the school environment. The Middle School came to “juxtapose itself with other
objects, to situate itself in relation to them, to define its difference” (Foucault, 1972 p.
44) in order to be understood and positioned by all staff for possible acceptance. Prior to
the Middle School emerging at SEC, and indeed simultaneous to it, these other
conditions, relations and objects had existed discursively and materially and continued to
provide limits for the developing object. Year Seven students, the disciplines and
practices of the various faculties, pastoral care, staff subjectivities, the religious heritage
of the school, the discourse of tradition and the relations between them all became
contingencies upon which the object gained its ‘sense’. As the Middle School emerged
and evolved, it pushed up against, aligned with and repositioned other objects,
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discourses and relations and it is here that its limits were shaped (and reshaped) to define
its existence in this context.

Conclusion
Middle Schooling had become a public discourse through the presentation of
possibilities by both the principal and the assistant principal at the meeting in November,
2002. As a result, the Middle School was now a named object, with a particular, although
abstract, identity in the context of SEC. It was particular, in that it was presented in
association with existing and dominant discourses in the school and delimited by the
conditions of possibility that had enabled its emergence at this time. However it was also
abstract, as it had no concrete identity or tangible substance. It existed purely as a
discursive object, described, yet not defined, and ready to be populated with ‘words and
sentences’ to become a reality at the school. As an object, the Middle School could be
spoken about, positioned and repositioned as it began to take form amongst the network
of discourses, relation and objects in place. Staff now had a language with which to
conceive of its possibilities and it became known to all as an entity associated with future
in the pedagogical directions of the school.
However, details of the structure or implementation of the Middle School were not
shared at this meeting. They were forecast by the principal as investigative tasks to be
undertaken by the future Middle School committee in the following year, a group
described as being of critical importance in the future of the initiative. It would be
through consideration and research by committee members that the Middle School
would be defined and delimited and, eventually, particular versions of possibility
presented to the whole staff for consideration and choice. This committee was to have
substantial status through its association with the middle schooling initiative, and staff
who were interested in implementing change were invited to join. Some staff expressed
interest while others rejected the concept completely. However, it was clear through
these two actions, of introducing the discourse and naming a committee to investigate
the object, that the Middle School would have a material identity in the future of the
school.
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The first meeting of this committee will form the basis of the chapter to follow. I
explore the particular subject positions of the different committee members and the
investments which shaped their actions on the team. I analyse the critical role of the
assistant principal in shaping directions for research and my own involvement as cochair of the committee.
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Chapter	
  4:	
  Investing	
  in	
  the	
  Middle	
  
Introduction
The Middle School committee was formed following the presentation of the discourse
of middle schooling to the whole staff. Its purpose was to investigate models and
possibilities for a Middle School to become a reality at SEC and was comprised of a
number of staff from different faculties and positions within the school. This chapter
will examine the actions, texts, relations, investments and subject positions that were
drawn on in the context of the committee over the course of several months in 2003. At
this time, I became a key player in the group, invited by the principal to become co-chair
of the committee with the assistant principal. Although my role was significantly
minimised due to the status imbalance between myself and the assistant principal, I was
utilised as a functional tool, to be positioned as an alternate voice of change in the
promotion of the Middle School. Of course, I did not consider myself positioned this
way at the time; it is only through retrospective analysis that my understanding of the
strategic nature of my invitation has emerged.
The members of the Middle School committee were not homogenous in their attitudes
to the initiative they were investigating. They enacted their positions of support or
resistance in a variety of ways as they interacted with the discourse and constructed the
object that was the Middle School at SEC. The tension that had previously emerged
between resistance and promotion had sustained the debate around middle schooling
and it was now drawn into the work of the committee in ways which continued to
determine possibilities. This ensured that the discourse of middle schooling had a
sustained identity as the object was taken up and investigated by the committee. It was at
the boundaries and limits of the discursive object – the edges of its possibility – that
some of these possibilities eventually became practices in the future Middle School at
SEC.
The first part of this chapter examines the first committee meeting, in which the
principal and assistant principal continued to exert a sovereign position in constructing
the direction for the committee to take. The assistant principal presented the first of his
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persuasive documents; a ‘white paper’ that provided the initial framework for the
purpose and actions of the committee. In the second section of this chapter I use a
Foucauldian notion of the subject position to examine the different positions and
investments represented by the committee members, and the ways that these positions
determined comments and reactions to both the initiative and the purpose of the
committee. Particular positions generated a stance of support, such as those representing
progress, however, other staff drew on positions of protection in an attempt to minimise
the scale of change and its effects on them or their faculties. I also came to take on a
defined position due to my role on the committee, although the discussion presented in
this chapter will not be about that role. Rather, I will draw on my ‘embedded’ researcher
position and the data I gathered to examine the effects of the investments, positions and
relations of team members on the development of the object. Staff that aligned
themselves with particular positions of either progress or protection had different levels
of experience in the school and different functions on the team. I have constructed
particular labels for these groups and, in this chapter, I describe how certain subject
positions were taken on by members of each group. These positions had significant
implications for the acceptance of change and the object, and subsequently the
development of the Middle School, in the context of the committee.

4.1 Middle School Committee (the defined object)
By the end of 2002, twenty-one staff had volunteered to become part of the Middle
School committee that had been established by the principal. All volunteers were
invested in different ways and joined the committee for a variety of reasons.
Membership was comprised of staff from across all faculties and from a range of
leadership positions and experience. Most had joined out of some interest in the
proposed initiative, although others revealed later that they were there to “protect” their
faculty or to ensure their continued relevance in a changing professional context
(research journal, Aug. 2003). There was no selection process for inclusion in the
committee and all who volunteered became members, creating a large group to become
this committee of ‘action’.

165

I was one of these volunteers, joining the committee out of interest in the proposal and a
desire to be a part of something significant and new in the school. The assistant principal
approached me shortly after the staff meeting to ask if I would be interested in helping
to lead the committee. I expressed enthusiasm for both middle schooling and the
leadership opportunity. I was particularly surprised when, at the beginning of the
following year, I received a letter from the principal asking me to co-chair the
committee, which meant, at least in theory, I would hold equal status with the assistant
principal in the hierarchy of this group. Realistically, however, I did not have equal
anything and my placement in this role was a strategic one, organised by the principal
and assistant principal for several key reasons. These reasons (elaborated below) were
determined through conversations I had with the assistant principal whilst leading the
committee and my own speculations and analysis as recorded in my research journal
throughout the process.
During my nine years at SEC to that point, I had been involved in many aspects of
school life. I was also editor of the school year book and was subsequently known across
and involved with many academic departments and co-curricular groups. This meant I
was well positioned to become a positive, ‘insider’ voice for the promotion of the
initiative. I had been a member of the team of people responsible for writing the
strategic plan and was familiar with its content and direction. The assistant principal also
targeted me due to his stated perception that I embodied ‘creative practice’ in my
teaching approach (informal dialogue, research journal). I had engaged in pedagogical
discussions with him on previous occasions and he was aware of my continuing
academic study, which meant that my ability to conduct research and investigation could
be used to coordinate directions for the committee. I had expressed interest in the ideas
and discourse of middle schooling as well as requesting consideration for future
leadership opportunities. These aspirations were known to both the principal and
assistant principal as a result of dialogue with the assistant principal, my undertaking
‘acting’ coordinator roles in the past, and through an annual ‘plans for next year’
document that was submitted by all staff, followed by an interview with the principal at
the end of each year. I was hierarchically ‘fresh’, yet nostalgically embedded and could
become an important ally for the assistant principal as a driver of the committee and in
the promotion of middle schooling at SEC. The assistant principal considered my
inexperience in leadership as ideal ground for him to exert his “nuanced leadership”
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(interview, Aug. 2008) and position me as an alternative voice, speaking the same
language of change, future and middle school as the promoters of the initiative. He also
acknowledged his “influenced dynamic” on me during our interview; he explained that
he had a particular vision of middle schooling and that I fit within that vision. However,
he also stated that due to my inexperience in this kind of leadership, he exerted a strong
influence, and “... it was ...all of that cajoling influence stuff right the way through [the
early stage of the initiative]” (interview, Aug. 2008). As a result of this influence, my
vision for the middle schooling at SEC became closely aligned with that of the assistant
principal.

The First Meeting
The assistant principal wanted to “sustain the momentum” (research journal, June 2003)
of previous presentations to the whole staff in order to support the implementation and
acceptance of the object. However, the first meeting was held in May 2003, a significant
time after the first introduction of the discourse. The PDHPE coordinator described this
time as, “then there was a lot of ‘nothingness’ happening for a long time” (interview,
Aug. 2005). Although the assistant principal was working behind the scenes during this
time to create a series of documents for the committee and general staff, this was not
publicly known. He and I had some conversations about the directions the committee
would take and identified schools that committee members could visit to observe some
of these pedagogical approaches in action, however, nothing concrete was
communicated by the executive to the rest of the school for some time.
This practice of keeping things ‘hidden’ until they were ‘revealed’ was identified by the
PDHPE coordinator as one that caused significant feelings of powerlessness for many
staff. She stated that, from her previous experiences of change under the new principal,
any new initiative “would be kept behind the scenes and then it would be thrust upon
everyone”, in a way that was “almost out of the blue” when the executive wanted
something to be done (interview, Aug. 2005). This delay between the introduction of the
discourse and the first meeting influenced the debate around middle schooling in two
different ways. It provided time for resistance to increase amongst certain staff at the
school, while it enabled others to become convinced that “it probably won’t happen”

167

due to the extended silence, and that the time-frame for implementation in 2004 would
now be too short (research journal, June 2003).
However, there was never any question for the principal and assistant principal that the
Middle School would go ahead and, once the committee commenced, the principal
wanted the process to be fast to reflect her “responsive” approach (interview, Sept.
2005). Due to the delay in holding the first meeting, the timeline between this meeting
(mid May) and the proposed staff development day (early July) was compressed into a
very tight timeframe of just six weeks. The timeline didn’t eventuate that way, with the
staff development day moved to late August. However, the initial inclusion of this
forthcoming date in the documentation reflected a sense of urgency and the directive for
a very short process of investigation (including visits to other schools) and later
implementation. This timeline caused quite a degree of apprehension for some staff
members, who expressed concern, both at this first meeting and in the weeks to follow,
about the possibility of completing such a significant piece of research by the deadline. It
also confirmed ill feeling for some, who stated “this is just another example of their [the
executive’s] poor planning” and “now we’ll have to rush because they didn’t give us
enough time”, whilst others stated “why does it even need to be next year?” and “it
won’t be done properly if we don’t give it the time it needs to do it thoroughly”
(research journal, June 2003). The PDHPE coordinator later supported these
observations when she said, “they didn’t know what they were doing ... it was clear they
had no idea ... of the implications for staff” (interview, Aug. 2005).
Committee members were taken off class and provided with food to attend their first
encounter with the assistant principal’s carefully constructed version of both the
proposal and the process of investigation to follow. Time off class and food were highly
valued symbols in the context of SEC. They conveyed the importance and status of the
committee and its purpose and were not frequently allocated for other committees and
their meetings. ‘Time’ had become a commodity that was frequently described in deficit
by many staff and often cited as a major cost and barrier when changes and initiatives
were proposed. The executive had expressed reluctance on previous occasions when
staff had requested release from classes for various projects, and the investment of such
a large amount of time, due to the number of staff involved, was noted by several
committee members (research journal, June 2003). Providing food had also become
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associated with the degree of importance with which an occasion was viewed. It was
aligned with one of the key principles of the religious foundations of the school, that of
‘hospitality’, and had become a regular offering by the executive at high status events.
The previous principal had rarely (almost never) provided food for such gatherings as
meetings or small-scale events and this practice had become associated with the new
principal’s pattern of recognition for the importance and value of particular occasions.
The principal also attended this first meeting herself, a rare occurrence for most other
committees, adding another symbolic indication of status and clearly conveying the
sovereign authority which the assistant principal was representing.
Staff were accustomed to the structure and format of committee meetings as all had
attended similar meetings since the arrival of the principal, due to her expectation that all
staff would have membership of at least one committee. Meetings chaired by the
assistant principal, in particular, had a very specific set of customs, procedures and texts
that were commonly deployed, in a manner that Kress would describe as “formulaic and
ritualised” (1985 p. 19). Each meeting began with a prayer, followed by a brief
introduction, then moving on to a PowerPoint presentation, usually containing key
imagery that would become a repeated and symbolic form of representation for the
concept or group. The PowerPoint presentation would outline the necessary information
and material for committee members, and during the meeting the assistant principal
would often distribute one or more documents to clarify, support, or give further
instructions or tasks. Kress particularly notes the conventions and purposes of such
predictable forms of social encounter. He even directly describes committee meetings,
when he states,
Take, as an example, a committee meeting. It is an occasion which is highly
conventional and ritualised; its conventions and rituals have specific
functions and goals. These might be characterised broadly as the intention
to reach decisions in certain ways, to involve designated categories of people
in decision making, and to reach decisions which are seen as equitable and
politically sustainable. (p. 19)

The need to involve others in reaching certain decisions about middle schooling was an
essential factor in moving the initiative forward. Although the principal and assistant
principal could have enacted sovereign force to introduce the Middle School, the
decision would have been neither equitable nor sustainable. Instead, the assistant
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principal promoted the importance of the group forming the committee, in the future
pedagogy of the school.
In keeping with the formality of the meeting event, the principal welcomed the
committee and identified their importance and the significance of the change that was to
be investigated. She then handed the meeting over to the assistant principal and I as cochairs of the group, although the assistant principal directed the proceedings and gave
staff instructions. I did not have a clearly defined role for this occasion and I was
involved on this day as simply another committee member, as many of the points he
raised were also new to me. The assistant principal began with a prayer about
“discernment and decision-making” and tied the future decision on the staff
development day to using our “relationship with God to guide us in choosing the best
path for our school” (research journal, June 2003). In the context of this religious site,
the choice of prayer was often tied to the purpose of the gathering and the executive
staff members had become adept at using their chosen prayer to support or promote
their desired outcomes. Through establishing the need to choose the “best path” for the
school, with the help of God, the purpose of the committee was positioned as existing
outside of the needs or preferences of any single committee member. This prayer, and its
message, began the meeting with a persuasive focus and the rest of the meeting followed
a similar direction. The assistant principal built on previous arguments for a change
around engagement, reminding staff of the need for change and the benefits of the
proposed solution of middle schooling, and used additional supportive material to
promote the initiative.

The White Paper
For this first meeting, the assistant principal constructed the texts with which members
of the committee would engage. They were selectively created to build a particular
picture and serve a particular purpose, in this instance, to inform committee members of
the problem to be solved and describe particular solutions that could be utilised. As
Kress suggests,
The occasions of which texts are a part have a fundamentally important
effect on texts. The characteristic features and structures of those situations,
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the purposes of the participants, the goals of the participants all have their
effects on the form of texts which are constructed. (1985 p. 19)

The choice of text for this occasion was a PowerPoint presentation, which was a
frequent form of text used by the assistant principal. Although the use of this technology
was well-established in various professional domains at this time, it was not commonly
used by any of the school leaders before the arrival of the assistant principal. In this way,
he appeared in contrast to the other leaders and this further reinforced his position as an
expert in many domains, including the use of technology. His PowerPoint presentations
became a symbol of this technological expertise, as well as enabling the assistant
principal to present his knowledge on particular topics to a large audience (staff, parents,
students). He customarily focused on design and layout and would often ‘brand’ his slide
shows with particular visual images, symbols and colours to create a cohesive,
memorable and persuasive presentation, through its visual appeal and carefully
constructed inclusion of content. As no other attendees of this meeting (including myself
and the principal) had prepared any material to support any alternative position for this
event, this meant that the assistant principal had constructed the only documented
knowledge that would be engaged with in this context.
On arrival at the meeting space, the slide show had already been set-up, with the first
slide projected on the screen to remind staff of the title and purpose of the committee. It
appeared very much like the cover of a printed document with an image of a crowd of
girls in the SEC uniform and a title that gave a very clear indication of what to expect
from the meeting. It was called “Middle School Options at SEC: White Paper May
2003”, a title that drew upon three specific contexts for the purpose of this meeting. It
connected the terms of ‘middle school’ and ‘SEC’, creating a discursive link between the
two and tying them together as a combined object. It made an association with ‘choice’
and ‘decision-making’ through the use of the term ‘options’, while conveying the
directive that this was the committee’s purpose. Finally, it made use of the term “White
Paper”, a very specific choice of title that drew upon the fields of government and
business to create a particular connotation for the presentation. In government, white
papers are associated with presenting positions and inviting discussion on new issues and
usually contain proposals for future policy or legislation. In business, they are often used
as discussion documents that set out a problem to be solved and propose one, or
several, possible solutions (usually including one provided by the organisation that has
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created/sponsored the white paper). One description of this type of white paper is that
it, “provides useful information for readers seeking to understand an issue, solve a
problem, or do their jobs better. This can include explaining a certain product, service,
technology or methodology” (Graham, http://www.thatwhitepaperguy.com/whitepaper-faq.html#not, accessed 13 Jun 2014). In either case (government or business),
they are designed to be simultaneously persuasive and informative and in the context of
the text created by the assistant principal, had a clear association with formal and official
types of documentation.
The ‘White Paper’ text was a critical text at this stage of the life of the Middle School
committee. It had been constructed specifically for this occasion. While it did not
contain a great deal of information, it became a foundation for other texts that were to
come after this meeting. In the weeks to follow, a discussion paper and workbook were
distributed to committee members to promote the middle school and structure the
investigations by research teams. Later, a different version of this discussion paper was
distributed to the whole staff to prepare them for the events of the staff development
day. All of these texts contained information from the slide show, with additional details
and explanations, and became key texts in the development of the initiative. They will be
subjected to a critical discourse analysis in the next chapter.
As the meeting continued, the slide show outlined the ‘Principles of Middle Schooling’,
which were framed in positive terms that were particularly persuasive for an audience of
educators. These principles were: ‘Learner Centred’, ‘Collaboratively Organised’,
‘Outcome Based’, ‘Flexibly Constructed’, ‘Ethically Aware’, and ‘Community Oriented’.
Throughout these slides, the principles and practices of the proposal were described in
such positive terms as: ‘coherent’, ‘supportive’, ‘responsive’, ‘creative’ and ‘productive’.
Students were described as: ‘self-directed’, ‘known’, ‘extended’, ‘supported’ and both
students and teachers were presented as able to develop the qualities of “justice, care,
respect and a concern for the needs of others” as a result of the initiative (Middle School
Options at SEC: White Paper, May 2003). Additionally, parents were described as an
integral part of this vision of middle schooling, and would be “involved in productive
partnerships” to support the achievement of better outcomes for students. As an
audience member, I found the statements and terminology to be particularly appealing to
my sense of the purpose and ideals of schooling. Discussions with several committee
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members following the meeting, despite the cynicism about executive motivations and
time-frames, suggested that these terms were also persuasive for them.
It was during this meeting that committee members were first presented with the six
models of middle schooling that would be considered as possible options for SEC.
These models were presented in brief detail and the assistant principal described the
benefits of each in the context of the school. Four of these models were based on an
“academy” style structure and pedagogy while the fifth model described a fully integrated
curriculum. The status quo was also included as one of the models and each of these will
be described in greater detail later in the next chapter. The assistant principal spoke
about the current state of pedagogy for Years Seven and Eight in terms that construed it
as limited and inadequate. He highlighted the separate nature of subject faculties and the
lack of collaboration or communication between the teaching staff of any group of
students. This led to the situation where students could “slip through the gaps” and
“disengage” with their learning by the time they reached Year Nine (research journal,
June 2003). This, he argued, was the primary problem the initiative was seeking to
address, as well as designing curriculum that was appropriate for the needs of students in
this age group. This was presented in contrast to the current situation that was
“modelled on Years 11 and 12 (timing, structure, process and assessment)” (Middle
School Options at SEC: White Paper, May 2003), and was characterised as unnecessary
and ineffective for middle years students.
The research guidelines were also described at this meeting, together with an articulation
of the message that “nothing has been decided ... there are no predetermined outcomes”
(Middle School Options at SEC: White Paper, May 2003). Although some committee
members later expressed disbelief about this statement, it was presented as the public
position held by the executive with regard to the proposal. The purpose of the
committee was established as one of investigation and comparison, to support the whole
staff in deciding on the model to be implemented at SEC. The final slides of the
presentation provided the date and a simple description of the process for the staff
development day. It was at this stage that one committee member, a long standing KLA
coordinator, stated “that’s just not possible” when the time frame of six weeks was
announced; many committee members were observed nodding their heads in agreement
(research journal, June 2003). Several other staff members made comments about the
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difficulty of achieving the desired outcomes in the time provided whilst others, myself
included, did not refer to timeframes and instead spoke of the potential benefits of
middle schooling for students and staff. Whilst I did have considerable concerns about
how much would be expected of us by early July, I was also conscious of the principal in
attendance and saved my comments for later discussion with the assistant principal so as
not to appear negative or critical. The principal had demonstrated little tolerance for
criticism in previous instances and my status in the hierarchy of this group, as well as my
desire to be viewed favourably for future leadership opportunities, meant that I took up
the position of a supporter of the initiative within the context of the committee.

4.2 Investments, Subject Positions and Membership
of the Committee
Foucault (1972) describes the particular positioning by subjects as one that is “defined by
the situation that it is possible for him [sic] to occupy in relation to the various domains
or groups of objects” (p. 52). In the constitution of the Middle School committee, and in
the domains that pre-existed its formation, various objects and groups of objects had
emerged, and were sustained, in the discursive space of SEC. Teachers had particular
relations to particular objects, and these relations determined the subject positions
adopted by those staff who joined the committee. Simons (1996) summarises these ideas
in the following way,
[P]eople occupy particular subject positions in which they can be
enunciating subjects, or subjects who make statements. These positions are
vacant spaces: different people can make the same statements from them,
and different people can be located in them. Indeed, in order to be a subject
an individual must occupy such a position. However, each individual is not
free to occupy whatever position she wants or to say what she wants. (p.
190)

These subject positions were specific to each individual on the committee, and some
drew upon different investments to frame their interactions with other team members,
the information that was presented and the object of the Middle School as it was
described and delimited over the course of the committee’s investigations. As ‘vacant
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spaces’, they were available for committee members to occupy in different ways and at
different times.
According to Holloway (1984), it is “[d]iscourses [that] make available positions for
subjects to take up. These positions are in relation to other people” (p. 236). In the
context of the committee, the competing discourses of progress and protection existed
simultaneously and established the situation for shifting and contradictory positioning.
Committee members aligned themselves along a continuum between these two
positions, which became evident through their speech and patterns of behaviour in
relation to one another and the object. In a similar way to Middleton (1998), I have
determined that,
These patterns … may usefully be studied as strategies for dealing with their
simultaneous and contradictory positioning in multiple and contradictory
discourses and their ‘investments’ in taking up or rejecting particular
positions. (p. 70)

In order to occupy such positions, individuals must invest themselves in the practices and
patterns of belief of any such notion of self. Holloway (1984) argues that “[a]ny analysis
which focuses on subjective positioning in discourses requires an account of the
investment that a person has in taking up one position rather than another in different
discourse” (p. 238). She also contends that “people have investments … in taking up
certain positions in discourses, and consequently in relation to each other” (p. 238). She
views this as involving a potential sense of satisfaction for the individual in the adoption
of a particular position (for example, in the case of SEC, the feeling of satisfaction that
could occur through investing in the position of protection, thereby validating an
alignment with the discourse of tradition). However, she also recognises that this process
is “not necessarily conscious or rational” in intent (p. 328). McNay (1992) described this
as “the semi-conscious manner in which individuals adopt different subject positions”
(p. 81). In this way, I determine that much of the positioning on the committee was
determined not by direct intent, rather, through the investments held by each committee
member in particular discourses in the broader context of the school.
These investments and subject positions, arguably, determined how individual
committee members responded to change, and had particular implications for the
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support, resistance and ultimate acceptance of the object and models that were
presented. Individuals spoke in particular ways that revealed their positions. Their
actions on the committee, and within the smaller investigative teams that were formed,
directed and shaped possibilities for the object. While of value, my aim here is not to
conduct a detailed exploration of the various subjectivities adopted by particular
committee members and how these affected their relationship to the object. To do this
would take my analysis away from a focus on the development of the object. Rather, I
concentrate my analysis on how their subject positions and investments affected the
object itself and the continuation of its development in the course of committee
investigations. However, it is necessary to note these positions and investments in order
to conduct an analysis of their effects.
First, I will outline the two main discourses in which committee members were invested
and how these investments created particular subject positions for them to adopt. Then I
will describe how different membership groups on the committee aligned themselves
with these positions and their actions and functions in the group. I will examine how
particular individuals were caught between these contradictory positions and shifted their
investments through the course of their time on the committee. In addition, I have
determined the supplementary investment in a position of ambition that caused
particular committee members to reposition their allegiance with tradition and enact a
more progressive subject position on the team. As described by Middleton (1998), “we
are all simultaneously, and fluidly, positioned in multiple, contradictory, and always
shifting relations of power in relation to one another” (p. 70).

Discursive Investments and Positioning
The Middle School Committee had come together as a force of action. However, its
purpose was not directed toward implementation; that would become the responsibility
of the school leaders. The directive rather was to investigate possible options for the
Middle School and to prepare a presentation for the whole staff. Whilst some members
had joined to protect their investments in tradition and to offer resistance, many were
there due to a stated desire to see change and improvement for students. Of the twentyone committee members, nine were already school leaders and a further seven went on
to attain positions of significant leadership in the few years following, either at SEC or
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other schools. This could suggest that some staff had also joined the committee for
reasons of professional strategy and ambition. However, regardless of their reasons for
joining the committee, most had willingly volunteered and there were few who expressed
the ambivalent or withdrawn approach demonstrated by others in the general staff.
Through the course of the committee’s interactions and investigations, I identified two
discursive investments around which particular subject positions were arranged. I have
labelled these as investments in discourses of ‘progress’ and ‘protection’.
Staff whose actions suggested that they drew on a progressive discourse were
characterised by high levels of support for innovation and pedagogical experimentation
at the school. They had demonstrated a focus on progressive pedagogies in the past,
and/or vocally promoted the value of embracing new ideas and approaches at the
current time. These staff made statements in support of the need for change, despite the
connections some may have had to traditional approaches. The staff aligned with
progress were regularly involved in opportunities to engage with the discourse of ‘better
outcomes for students’ and their membership on the committee became a way of
embodying this commitment. These staff became advocates for the proposal, speaking
as ‘envoys’ to others outside of the committee of the possibilities of middle schooling
and how a Middle School of our own could benefit our students. Although they faced
resistance and cynicism, the obvious enthusiasm expressed by these committee members
became a persuasive sentiment amongst the broader, public staff environment. Within
the committee meetings, progressively positioned staff were positive voices of change
and balanced some of the more extreme negativity of resistant comments. At times,
some of these staff invested in progress disagreed with specific ideas or models.
However, it was usually for reasons of feasibility or difficulty in implementation, the
impacts on staff or students, or a lack of resources, rather than broader resistance to the
initiative as a whole.
In contrast to this progressive discourse were those committee members who were
highly protective of the discourse of tradition, their faculty or their personal situation
within the school context. The actions of these staff suggested that they drew on a
discourse of protection that had been established at SEC since the arrival of the new
principal. These individuals were mostly long serving members of the school community
and had demonstrated commitment to the nostalgic ideals of the previous educational
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structures. They were all reluctant to “dismantl[e] the previous curriculum” in favour of
“the bright new future of middle school” (HSIE coordinator interview, Mar. 2005) and
would regularly remind the committee of the benefits of the previous structure. They
were also very attentive to areas of potential difficulty in any model or suggestion and
acted as the gatekeepers of possibility within the group, demonstrating reluctance to let
old practices be discarded without fully debating their continued relevance. These staff
could be relied upon in each meeting to raise objection and became very useful
barometers for monitoring the more general, negative sentiment amongst the broader
staff community. As they were often vocally critical outside of the committee as well,
winning them over to a more positive view became a prime strategy by the assistant
principal and myself as co-chairs of the committee.
A few of these staff were also highly protective of their own position or that of their
faculty, not wanting to “lose out” (research journal, Aug. 2003) in the transition from the
security of the old structure to the uncertainty of the new. In meetings, they were very
focused on timetables and classes and how any of the proposed models would impact on
their personal teaching allocation or those of their department. They expressed concern
that they could be restricted from teaching certain classes and that the introduction of
the initiative could “split the school in half” (research journal, Aug. 2003). Certain
coordinators also reflected this position when they pointed out that they would be
constrained in how they could allocate classes in the following years when the Middle
School became concrete. In this way, the position of protection became a very
substantial influence on the ways in which the committee could talk about change and
possibilities at SEC.

Fields of Regularity
In keeping with Foucault’s (1972) effort to “look for a field of regularity for various
positions of subjectivity” (p. 55), I have attempted here to identify four different
membership groups on the committee and the ways in which members of these groups
adopted certain positions in relation to their investments in progress or protection.
These staff occupied different roles on the committee and had different functions in the
ongoing development of the Middle School. Some were long standing members of staff
while others were in their first few years of teaching. Several were coordinators or
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occupied other sovereign positions and others demonstrated desire for increased
leadership opportunities. However, certain experiences, characteristics and investments
were apparent (fields of regularity) that enabled me to ‘group’ participants according to
their functions on the committee and the ways in which different subject positions were
taken up and enacted. I have named these groups ‘The Old Guard’, ‘The Sovereigns’,
‘The Seekers’, and ‘The Fledglings’.
The committee was made-up of twenty-one staff from various roles in the school. This
was a large group and, at times, it felt like sitting in a classroom when the assistant
principal was ‘presenting’ his information. Although there were several coordinators and
executive members on the team, it was apparent that the assistant principal was the
dominant player in this group. However, there were many other people to account for
the different positions and investments in the committee and these individuals could be
situated along the continuum between positions of progress and protection. Throughout
this discussion, I will identify the investment positions taken by these committee
members, and further explore the ways in which these positions were enacted by these
particular groups of staff to shape the object as it moved closer to a definable
description as the Middle School at SEC.

The	
  Old	
  Guard	
  	
  
Many committee members were long-standing staff at SEC. Eleven of the twenty-one
staff on the team had been teaching at the school for at least ten years, while seven had
been employed for over twenty years, and were respected and authorised representatives
of the discourse of tradition. I have labelled these staff as the ‘Old Guard’ of SEC. Six
were KLA coordinators, while others were general staff from different faculties and all
were well-known and active players in the school environment. As a result, they
presented their opinions with authority, particularly those about the needs of students
and staff at SEC, and they were confident to advocate for the ideas they agreed with, or
disagree with suggestions they judged to be undesirable. These staff demonstrated either
support or resistance and, in some instances, both. Certain members of this group were
situated as highly supportive of the initiative, speaking from a progressive position in the
committee. Others, however, acted as agents of protection, speaking up against any
proposed change that would have a detrimental effect for either staff or students. For
some this was the main position from which they spoke and acted.
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Those members of the Old Guard who were most oriented towards a protection
position made frequent references to past values and customs during meetings and
would actively debate ideas which were considered a threat to the traditions or principles
of the school. Any discussions of change were used as opportunities by these staff to
align the proposals with practices that already existed. Change was only acceptable if it
was able to be minimally disruptive to the pedagogy, environments, practices, traditions
and values currently in place. To protect the discourse of tradition, they would make
statements such as “this has been done before” about certain suggestions or models and
give examples of what hadn’t worked in the past as justification for why certain new
ideas wouldn’t work in the future. One coordinator, whose investments in protection
were primarily directed at his faculty, was unwilling to consider any options that would
see his faculty involved. He provided many hurdles and barriers as to ‘why not’, while
offering many suggestions and a great deal of support for proposals that involved
faculties other than his. Others were also protective of their own teaching identity, acting
to secure their own teaching load or access to certain classes in any proposed change.
They would regularly share the concerns voiced by many staff outside the committee
that teaching loads would become regulated by the Middle School and that certain year
groups would be unavailable to those not involved in the initiative. For example, one
member of the Old Guard explained her involvement in the future Middle School in the
following terms, “I don’t care about middle school, I just don’t want to lose Year Seven”
(research journal, Aug. 2003).
As so many of this group were also KLA coordinators, I will now specifically examine
the ways their support or resistance influenced the direction of the committee. Some of
the Old Guard KLA leaders were aligned with a position of progress. They were
recognised by their faculties, their peers and the school executive as creative and
innovative in their contributions to the school and all had been supportive of previous
change and progress. They had each introduced various innovations during their time at
the school, including a regional art competition, conservation groups, film festivals,
mathematics enrichment groups and the gifted class which was used as a model when
exploring some of the options available for the middle school. As leaders in the school,
they had credibility and substantial experience with the diverse staff of both the school
and the committee and they also represented a significant experience of girls and girls’
education. These coordinators had long involvement with the tradition of the school and
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were unquestionably linked to the nostalgic past. One of these was the coordinator who
was now teaching the Gifted Class. She brought evidence and comments from her
experiences with this group, particularly with regard to integration, and could credibly
and authoritatively provide concrete examples of her position.
However, whilst these particular KLA leaders were aligned with progress, all, in some
way, acted in ways that prioritised their faculties. In doing so, they drew on their
investments in the tradition and nostalgic past of SEC. They had all been instrumental in
establishing the previous pedagogical structures that had been in place and demonstrated
commitment to the value of these structures in providing a meaningful education for
students at the school. They expressed apprehension about what the proposed changes
could mean for both their faculties and their students, given the negative feelings about
curriculum changes that had previously occurred. As one Old Guard stated in his
interview with me, “there was a lot of tension [amongst leaders] ... putting [the students]
back into streamed classes and giving the core more time ... seemingly destroyed the
KLA areas ... without necessarily maintaining the culture of the school” (HSIE
coordinator interview, Mar. 2005). Whilst they did not want their faculties to be
negatively affected, these leaders offered support for the initiative as it could deliver
‘better outcomes for students’. In the committee they spoke in ways that recognised the
potential of the proposed ideas and, although cautious, did not actively dismiss any
middle school model on principle. However, they were advocates for their staff and
provided dissenting voices if they perceived negative effects on the workload, status,
stress levels or identity of their teams. They expressed concern that their faculties could
become “diluted” by the introduction of any of the more extreme models. They also
expressed concern over possibilities that valuable teachers might be “lost” to the Middle
School or the integrity of their subjects might be diminished if they were to be taught by
staff who were not trained in those areas (research journal, Aug. 2003).
Over the period of the investigations of the committee, particular members of the Old
Guard shifted position, with some of the more resistant amongst them beginning to
support the initiative and promote it to others. Their support became particularly
persuasive for staff who were ambivalent or less convinced of the need for a middle
school. Their influence was powerful and, through their commitment to the protection
of both tradition and staff, their credibility as previously sceptical leaders became an
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extremely persuasive instrument once they began to openly support the Middle School
amongst colleagues and within their faculties.

The	
  Sovereigns	
  
I have categorised the three assistant principals at SEC as the ‘Sovereigns’, who all drew
upon discourses of sovereign authority and positioning in the school context. One was a
key player in the instigation and promotion of the middle schooling idea and was also
co-chair of the committee. The other two had been less involved in the earlier (and then
later) stages of the project but all three were openly invested in the achievement of
progress. They were all relatively new to both the school and positions of executive
leadership and were keen to see changes to what they considered the dated practices and
pedagogy they had inherited from the previous principal and her leadership structure.
They were also vocally supportive of the principal and her authority and positively
promoted her ideas and motivations as “progressive” and directly connected to the
discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’. They had all previously been involved in
major changes at SEC (the “long line of changes” identified by the principal during her
interview) and, as part of the first leadership team at the school not directed by a
religious principal, were highly change and progress oriented.
On the committee, they were the principal’s representatives and were able to answer
most governance or feasibility questions raised by committee members. They could
affirm certain possibilities and reject other ideas outright, due to their executive position
and knowledge. Their presence also acted as a deterrent for insistent dispute on some
occasions, with committee members (including myself) tempering their contributions in
deference to the hierarchical status of the Sovereigns. When the Sovereigns were unable
to attend meetings for various reasons over the course of the year, debate was much
more vigorous and unguarded amongst committee members. The assistant principals
also, at different times, worked persuasively on more resistant staff (both in and out of
the committee), inviting them to private meetings to discuss the initiative and their
interest in involvement as well as creating opportunities for informal ‘chats’ about the
benefits to students. One of the committee members, an openly resistant KLA
coordinator, described this persuasive influence of one of the assistant principals later
during an interview when he said, “[she] kept saying to me ‘middle school will be great; it
will stop Year Nine wrecking the toilets’” (interview, June 2005).
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As well as being aligned with progress, the three Sovereigns on the committee were also
keen to demonstrate their individual leadership and use the change as a springboard for
introducing their own ideas into the discourse. Two of the Sovereigns had a mostly
foundational knowledge of the discourse, although presented their ideas with authority
and conviction. The other, the co-chair of the committee, had a detailed and intimate
understanding of the proposal and the concepts and the other two deferred to him when
more challenging questions or issues were raised during meetings. However, all three
presented a unified force of promotion and support for the discourse and developing
object. As members of the committee, the Sovereigns demonstrated verbal loyalty to the
principal. They made statements that assured committee members that they were present
and acting on her behalf and reminded some of the more outspokenly negative staff that
they were reporting back to her on every stage of the development of the object. They
were consistent in acting as leaders of the project, determined to ensure that the
committee fulfilled its role of investigation and preparation in the given time frame (a
time-frame considered by many committee members to be far too short) and would
regularly remind the committee of the deadlines for various stages and enhanced the
sense of urgency when necessary.

The	
  Seekers	
  
I have named the next categorisation of staff the ‘Seekers’, those who used the platform
of the Middle School committee to support their ‘search’ for increased leadership and
responsibility. This was evident in their outspoken contributions during committee
meetings and their willingness to undertake leadership roles or responsibilities in the
allocation of tasks. I would categorise my own function on the committee in this way.
The Seekers were all at different stages of experience at SEC, but they had all previously
been involved in various areas of responsibility across the school and were regular
contributors to school publications, meetings and assemblies. They had taken leadership
opportunities in the past when they were available (as acting coordinators, organising
school events, editing key publications) and had volunteered their time and involvement
in visible and important projects at the school. They were all vocally supportive of the
proposal and had definite opinions about the leadership of change and the organisation
of the committee. Amongst staff outside the committee, these members actively
promoted the future Middle School and, through their ambition and desire to be seen as
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backing both the principal and the initiative, became persuasive contributors to the
discourse of middle schooling.
One strategy employed by the Seekers on the committee was to position themselves as
potential future leaders of the middle school when it was eventually in place. They were
often dominant in committee meetings, ensuring that they were seen as actively
contributing to discussions and debates. There were few meetings where the Seekers did
not have comments to make and they would often volunteer to take on extra duties
suggested by the Sovereigns, reporting back with authority when their assignment was
complete. They were also very keen to take on the more high-profile school visits,
metropolitan private schools with status and repute. One group even arranged to present
their experience from their visit to the whole staff; a practice not replicated by any others
who simply reported back to the committee. On talking to me following one of these
visits, one committee member stated “there was a lot of money being thrown around at
[that school] – it’s the kind of place [where] I could see myself” (research journal, Aug.
2003).
A smaller group within the Seekers were less forceful than those described above,
although equally vocal about seeking leadership opportunities at the school. These
committee members contributed regularly in committee meetings and confidently shared
ideas and opinions about either the pedagogy or processes. They spoke with thoughtful
authority to support different ideas and would also offer disagreement with suggestions
or procedures they considered unnecessary or negative, without the hostility or
dominating stance that was more frequently associated with some of the other
investment positions. They were able to exhibit and generate enthusiasm when inspired
by different ideas presented during meetings or through their research and they returned
from their school visits full of information and concrete data to present to the group.
On the smaller investigative teams, they naturally fell into leading roles, procuring and
disseminating preparatory information for the model to be researched and contacting
schools to arrange visits with relevant staff. They would organise the other team
members to coordinate with one another to fulfil research requirements and, if certain
tasks were not completed, they would regularly carry out the work themselves to ensure
deadlines were met. As respected and stable members of staff at the school, their
participation on the committee provided further credibility to the process of
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investigating the Middle School amongst some of the more dissenting and sceptical staff,
both within and outside of the committee.

The	
  Fledglings	
  
A few committee members were very new to both SEC and the teaching profession.
They were young, all within five years out of university, and keen to be a part of
something new. These I have named the ‘Fledglings’. They were generally associated
with the investment position of progress. They were enthusiastic about students and
strongly connected to the discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’, they would
regularly try creative approaches in their classrooms and were known for this in the
school. As early career educators, they were open to the possibilities of middle schooling
in both style and content. They acknowledged that they “didn’t have all the answers”
(Fiona [a pseudonym] interview, April 2004), but were eager to learn and devote their
energy to investigating the proposal. Although they didn’t have the same degree of
experience as others in the group, these ‘fresh’ staff had many new and creative ideas to
share and, in some instances, grasped some of the theoretical ideas of middle schooling
more rapidly than staff who had been teaching for many years.
During committee meetings, the Fledglings demonstrated their recent university
interaction with current pedagogical theories and indicated their recognition of various
concepts as they were raised. They were very supportive of middle schooling models and
practices that connected with their knowledge and understanding of contemporary
thinking and ideas. They were highly enthusiastic about visiting other schools and they
became very persuasive amongst the committee through their energy and passion for
this new approach. The Fledglings were also particularly aware of the negativity from
some longer standing staff, both within and outside of the committee, with one
describing the disillusioning effect of persistent “rumblings” later at interview,
[W]orking close to people who [pause], they’re not excited about curriculum
any more. As far as they’re concerned they’re the holders and keepers of all
the knowledge that’s needed in the world – they have made that final
judgement, ‘this is not going to work. Fiona, we have done this before. This
is not new.’ (Fiona interview, April 2004)

185

However, these comments from others only encouraged the Fledglings to become
“more passionate about middle school” and “stand up for middle school” against the
dissenters (Fiona interview, April 2004), further increasing their investment in its
success. As a result, they were persuasive in their support of the initiative, and they
became enthusiastic promoters amongst staff in various forums.

Strategies for Acceptance
As evident from the previous discussion, the committee was a complex mix of
competing investments and subject positions and it was the task of the assistant principal
and myself to lead this group to further develop the object of the Middle School from a
purely discursive (and debated) one, to an object with concrete existence in the context
of SEC. The assistant principal later reflected that he wanted to “change hearts and
minds [of staff]” through “shifting pedagogy, shifting teacher self-concept” (interview,
Aug. 2008) to achieve the ultimate goal of better outcomes for students. He viewed these
shifts as imperative to the successful creation of the object of the Middle School. He
stated, “unless I work on teachers’ concept of themselves then what happens inside the
classroom remains untouched by any of those [structural] changes” (interview, Aug.
2008). However, given the range of investments and subject positions taken up by the
committee members, the assistant principal was not able to have that much control over
their hearts and minds, and independent decision-making and vigorous debate
characterised the committee throughout its existence. In order to direct committee
members toward a more unified and positive approach to the initiative, the assistant
principal (and later myself) utilised specific and subtle strategies to coordinate the actions
of the group.
Early strategies adopted by the assistant principal focused on how he managed me as a
vocal proponent of the change. Despite his sovereign role, which meant that he made all
of the substantial decisions such as time-frames, models for investigation,
documentation, reading materials and selection of schools to visit, he enjoined me as an
ally in the promotion of this initiative for the good of “our girls” (research journal, Aug.
2003). He stated with regularity that it was “our” task to direct the process and convince
the committee, and later staff, of the value of such an idea for both students and
teachers at SEC. He sent me reading material and links to key websites or articles, often
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at critical junctures in my leadership of the group, to provide and shape ideas of
possibility for what the object could become. He shared certain information about staff
on the committee to enable discussions of their investments and positions and suggested
groupings for the investigative teams to maximise positive arrangements on each team.
Leading up to the presentation of the research material and models to the whole staff on
the 25 August, we spent many late nights online to complete the project, consolidating
th

data, preparing materials and creating a cohesive plan to guide staff toward the desired
outcome of change. His self-confessed “cajoling influence” (assistant principal interview,
Aug. 2008) was an effective strategy to convince me that I was a valued and integral part
of the process.
The assistant principal also drew upon my more informal relations with staff to foster a
more amenable attitude toward the initiative, and I was given particular tasks to
undertake that harnessed my inexperienced, yet enthusiastic, leadership. As a result, I
was able to gather a large volume of data and record many events and observations in
my journal (as outlined in Chapter 1.2). This process created a rich archive to draw upon
in the analysis of events and relations that occurred, informing my discussion for the
remainder of this thesis.
The assistant principal was also an influential player in other ways on the committee. He
would ‘drip-feed’ information to participants, guiding thought and direction toward
certain goals. Although he publicly and frequently stated that he was not in favour of any
model in particular, his private conversations with me reflected the desire we both held
to see more radical change chosen by staff (research journal, Aug. 2003). The most
radical of the models proposed was the Integrated Curriculum model (outlined in the
following chapter) and we both decided that I should lead the team to investigate this
model in the hope that my knowledge and enthusiasm for the model would see it
favourably positioned by staff. He also worked to develop an identity for the new Middle
School, creating the first concrete materials for the object with particular stationery, a
logo and the consistent use of other symbols and colours. He used these identifying
features in any documentation distributed to the committee members and broader staff,
branding the Middle School as a certain and visible future entity in the school.
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My own influence and strategy at this stage of the investigation was restricted by my
position within the hierarchy of governance. As a teacher with no leadership status, apart
from acting coordinator roles on several occasions, my power was limited to that of cochair of the committee. Although the assistant principal supported my authority in this
role, as well as my academic credibility, he also considerably influenced my ideas and
desire for a particular kind of pedagogical future, and I became an alternative support to
his vision for the initiative. However, as a previous member of staff for almost ten years,
I did have a degree of influence due to my perceived connection to the discourse of
tradition. I had developed many personal and professional relationships amongst staff
and I was considered an insider by some of the more resistant, nostalgic powerbrokers. I
was regularly approached by members of staff who spoke of their concern regarding the
pace and direction of change. They expressed confidence in my appointment to the
leadership of the committee as a way of ensuring that ‘we’ (those who aligned with the
solidarity of nostalgia) were looked after when considering future options for the
initiative (research journal, Aug. 2003). Thus my promotion of the Middle School had
the potential to be viewed as reliable and valid as we worked towards such a substantial
change.
The arrangement of the investigative groups on the committee was one of the first tasks
assigned to me by the assistant principal. This became a highly strategic and coordinated
action between us. We carefully considered the position of each committee member
regarding receptivity to change, support for the initiative and influence amongst the
group. With this information, we structured each team to include a balance of resistant
and supportive staff, placing particularly resistant staff on teams with ourselves or with
other high status, supportive staff. On my own team, I included the most resistant Old
Guard (a KLA coordinator) and one of the most enthusiastic, yet inexperienced,
Fledglings. This strategic arrangement was designed so that I could attempt to monitor
and counter negativity and resistance from the coordinator, while fostering the interest
and energy of the new member of staff. Whilst I knew I was unlikely to win over the
determined resistance of the coordinator (and I didn’t), I was able to limit the influence
he could have within the smaller investigative groups. The younger staff member was in
the first few years of her teaching career and was passionate about students and excited
about the possibilities of this change. She had never known the previous principal and
subsequently had little connection to the discourse of tradition. It was toward her that I
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directed a great deal of my attention in convincing her of the value of the most extreme
model we were investigating, that of fully integrating the curriculum. She became very
committed to this model and was a vocal promoter of this approach, amongst the
committee and general staff.

Conclusion
The Middle School could not have a continuing existence without the actions of the
Middle School committee. This committee functioned as a condition of possibility for
the object and the assistant principal’s introduction to the group in the first meeting
established the groundwork for its further delimitation. His use of a professional mode
of presentation, that drew on discourses of business and government, set the tone for
the importance of the committee in the hierarchy of committees at the school and gave
members a clear sense of purpose and function. The parameters for investigation were
clearly defined and the Middle School could now be moved closer to a concrete reality
through the actions of the committee.
The individual members that comprised the Middle School committee aligned
themselves in different ways with progressive or protective discourses. Their investments
in these discourses led to particular positioning that shaped further possibilities for the
Middle School. However, investments in protection were not simply reductive or
repressive in their effects, and progressive investments were not all aligned with the
same version of progress. Those who drew on a position of protection functioned in
different ways on the committee. Not only did they serve to limit possibilities, as
members of the committee, they also acted to move the object forward, which required
them to reposition themselves and one another in relation to acceptance and possibility.
On the other hand, those who adopted a progressive stance were active in their
investigations and promotion, although particular groups espoused different ideas of
progress. However, repositioning particular staff for acceptance was not enough to
create a concrete object out of the actions of the committee. And, whilst several staff
remained highly protective of themselves, their faculties and tradition, their ongoing
resistance was not enough to prevent the Middle School moving toward a future
existence. Despite these differing subject positions and investments adopted by
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members of the committee, all had an influence on the object, and in the broader staff
community, which had significant impacts on the acceptance of middle schooling for
SEC.
Following from this, there were two conditions that became contingent for the future of
the object: particular, framing documents of persuasion that would circumscribe
possibilities for the ongoing investigations of the Middle School committee; and a
professional development day at which a model would be chosen by the whole staff to
become the Middle School at SEC. These two aspects will be explored in the next two
chapters.
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Chapter	
  5:	
  Circumscribing	
  Possibilities	
  
Introduction
This chapter takes a slightly different turn from my foundational use of Foucault, as I
continue to trace the development of the Middle School at SEC. Although Foucault
continues to provide me with an overarching framework of the power relations and
conditions for change, as well as a means to trace the development of the object, I have
turned to other theorists to provide examples of the type of structured, explicit, textual
analysis that will be required for the discussion to follow. As I am dealing solely with
textual artefacts in this chapter (two key documents created by the assistant principal),
for the purposes of my analysis, I will draw on the theories of Fairclough and Bakhtin to
support my primary use of Foucault. Whilst my employment of Foucault’s
archaeological method and genealogical approach have been my main theoretical
resources to this point, these two theorists offer differing perspectives, frameworks, and
analytical tools to deconstruct the documents that were created by the assistant principal,
and “respond[…] to problems with different ways of looking, understanding and …
acting” (Rogers, 2011 p. 1).
In different ways, Fairclough and Bakhtin explore the role of discourse and difference,
particularly as evident through texts in the social/contextual construction of meaning.
Rogers (2011) furthers this relationship between meaning and difference through her
assertion that “[m]eanings are always embedded within social, historical, political, and
ideological contexts” (p. 5). In this way, both Fairclough and Bakhtin can be aligned with
my Foucauldian theoretical framework as “[c]ritical approaches to discourse analysis
recognise that inquiry into meaning making is always also an exploration into power”
(Rogers, 2011 p. 1). Fairclough (2001a) proves a theoretical and analytical method to
approach the construction of meaning in texts, through a description of the process by
which discourses (and genres) are ordered and structured to frame particular viewpoints
in particular ways. He states, however, that this ordering of discourse is not fixed, and is
open to instability and change through the reality of actual social exchange (p. 235).
Bakhtin (1981, 1986) describes the interactivity and intertextuality evident in texts. He
argues that all texts contain a multiplicity of intersecting discourses and voices that
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reflect a dialogic exchange between the constructer of the text, associated discourses and
the audience. He states, “Any utterance is a link in a very complexly organised chain of
other utterances” (1986 p. 69).
The Middle School committee was contingent for a concrete identity of the Middle
School in the future of SEC. However, the committee was neither autonomous nor selfdirected in the focus of its investigations. The assistant principal, along with the
executive leadership team of the principal and the other two assistant principals, had
determined the boundaries within which the investigation of the middle school models
could take place. Prior to the formation of the committee, the executive had chosen six
specific models of middle schooling to present for consideration, and these became the
limits of possibility for the object. These models had been selected because they were,
according to the assistant principal, the models “we could most live with” (research
journal, Aug. 2003) in the context of the physical and pedagogical spaces of SEC. The
models ranged from the option of the Status Quo, which required no change at all and
was only intended to be included as a model for comparison, to a fully Integrated
Curriculum, which removed all subject boundaries and restrictions in building a new
pedagogical approach.
The committee met regularly to discuss and investigate the various ways in which the
initiative could take shape. The structure for these meetings was predetermined by the
assistant principal, with each meeting scaffolded by a series of documents that provided
certain limits for not only the investigation of middle schooling, but for thinking about
the Middle School in the context of the school. In order to support the selection of a
model of middle schooling for SEC by the whole staff, in one of the early meetings the
assistant principal distributed to committee members two documents he had prepared to
frame the investigation: a discussion paper and a research workbook. Both documents
included information, instructions and questions for teams to work through as a
component of their research. They were part of a series of documents he titled, “Middle
School at SEC: Planning and Discourse, 2003”. This series further established his
position of authority regarding the initiative through the volume of data and other
researched material presented, the use of academic terms to describe the process, as well
as the conclusive use of the phrase “Middle School at SEC” as a statement of actual
rather than potential future. An expanded version of the discussion paper was later given
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to the whole staff prior to the professional development day scheduled for August that
year.
This chapter will comprise a detailed textual analysis of these two key documents, using
the theories and methodologies as proposed by Fairclough and Bakhtin, and supported
by Foucault to highlight the persuasive power drawn on in these texts. The first part of
the chapter examines the discussion paper that contained key details and served an
informational and persuasive function, and the second part of the chapter examines the
research workbook that was produced to guide the investigation through a series of
structured questions. Through this analysis, I explore the formative and delimiting role
played by these texts and the discourses that were drawn upon to not only persuade
committee members (and later the whole staff) of the necessity for this particular
change, but also to move them toward selection of one model to be the Middle School
for SEC. In this chapter, I describe the six models of middle schooling that provided the
limits of investigation for the Middle School. By the end of the chapter, committee
members are ready to move the object toward the next transitional threshold, with the
presentation of the models to the whole staff for consideration and choice. The
approaches offered by both Fairclough and Bakhtin will now be used in my analysis of
the key texts produced by the assistant principal and the function of those texts in
moving the object toward the ultimate goal of ‘implementation’.

5.1 The Discussion Paper
The discussion paper served several purposes with regard to the promotion of the
initiative at SEC. Although it appeared initially simply informative, it was primarily a
persuasive document. It was structured to develop a compelling narrative for readers to
follow, and form a relationship with, as a means to draw them into a particular position
of support. In order to recognise the use of persuasive and positioning discourses in the
document, I have conducted a textual analysis to examine the use of language, genre and
discursive traces to disturb the coherence of what was ostensibly an instructive text. In
the construction of its persuasive function, the assistant principal drew on discourses
that were authorised both in the school and more broadly in the field of education. My
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analysis of these particular textual features of the document demonstrates how he
created a text designed to convince committee members, and later the whole staff, by:
1. Establishing the authority (and credibility) of both his sovereign role and
professional expertise which enabled him to make claims for the initiative.
2. Constructing the ‘need’ for the initiative in the broader educational field and in
the specific site of SEC.
3. Positioning the audience as a particular kind of reader and supporter.
4. Comparing the ‘deficiencies’ in the pastoral and educational environment of the
school and the ideal and ‘better’ proposed future.
5. Outlining directives for action in the construction of the object of ‘the middle
school’ in this context.
These purposes were not neatly ordered in the discussion paper as I have presented here,
but were woven through the text to gain salience around particular points of influence,
sometimes with great subtlety. The following analysis will highlight (and unravel) the
manner in which the document played a critical and contingent role in the development
of the object.

Discourse and Genre
The work of Fairclough (2001a) is most useful as the starting point for my analysis of the
discussion paper text. In particular, his concepts around the “order of discourse” (p.
235) and “generic chains” (p. 255) provide a clear framework with which to approach
the deconstruction of the document. Although I am more likely to employ a
Foucauldian use of the terms ‘discourse’ or ‘statement’ in my discussion and research,
Fairclough’s (2001a) version of ‘genre’ and ‘discourse’ are appropriate alternatives at this
stage of the analysis. He describes genres as “diverse ways of acting, of producing social
life” and provides examples of these as including “everyday conversation, meetings ...
interview, and book reviews” (p235). Discourses, he states, are “diverse representations
of social life which are inherently positioned – differently positioned actors ‘see’ and
represent social life in different ways, as different discourses” (p. 235). Fairclough then
describes an order of discourse as “the way in which diverse genres and discourses are
networked together” to form “a particular social ordering of relationships amongst
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different ways of making meaning” (p. 235). He particularly identifies the structuring
around difference that occurs in this process and the means by which some ways of
making meaning become dominant over others. His use of the verb “networked” helps
us understand the process as being a purposeful and active one; one in which the
participants in the construction of the discourse, whether intentional or not, engage in an
ongoing interaction which builds and reinforces the dominant social order in a particular
context.
Fairclough (2001a) contends that “one aspect of this ordering is dominance: some ways
of making meaning are dominant or mainstream in a particular order of discourse, others
are marginal, oppositional or ‘alternative’” and that these dominant forms can occupy a
space that is “hegemonic and so become part of the legitimising common sense which
sustains relations of domination” (p. 235). These concepts around the order of discourse
can be applied to the process of interaction that existed between SEC, the initiative, the
committee, and the documents.
The discussion paper utilised specific and subtle language and imagery to convey its
intent. The title of the paper, “The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC”, set the tone
for the document. The use of the term “case” clearly positioned the text as an argument
in favour of “middle school reform”, while use of the term “reform” drew on
connotations of improvement, revision and making better in order to create a particular
framework with which to make sense of the rest of the document. The cover page was
visually arranged in such a way as to be both formal and appealing, presenting a picture
of a smiling student (one of “our girls”) as the dominant feature of the layout to remind
the reader (the target audience of committee members) of their higher purpose as well as
the core business of the school. Beside this image was the first use of the series title
“Middle School at SEC: Planning and Discourse, 2003”. Identifying the paper as one of
a group of related documents in a series positioned it as a link within, what Fairclough
(2001a) would term, the “generic chain” (p. 255) - a strategic structuring of the order of
discourse through a sequence of actions, texts and dialogue in a particular social setting.
In other words, a process of strategic and incidental layering, positioning and counterpositioning, reinforcement and repetition that characterises the discursive and textual
objects surrounding a particular event. In the case of the texts about middle schooling
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constructed by the assistant principal, particular features were linked together to create a
chain of documents and other evidence, traversing various stages of the initiative.
Including the series title on the cover of the document achieved two purposes. It
enhanced the sense of formality and official authority (by using language commonly
associated with policy documents and academic genres) as well as making reference to
the continuity of “planning and discourse” in regard to the initiative. The declaration in
the title, “Middle School at SEC”, was presented as a statement of certainty about the
existence of the object at the school. However, an attempt was made to promote the
invitational nature of the document by identifying it as a “discussion paper”, rendering
the content open to dialogue and debate. This duality of purpose could be compared
with Fairclough’s (2001a) notion of the “boundary’ genre” (p. 255) in which the
document becomes, in effect, a new genre, a site in which two or more fields combine.
In the case of this discussion paper, it is the fields of ‘consultation/ promotion/
persuasion’ and ‘governmental/ administrative/ policy’ that intersect as a new genre for
this context, a discussion. The combining of these two fields drew them together to
function in two specific ways: to present the ideology and plans for the initiative in a
manner that was consultative, and to structure that consultation in a way that led the
reader toward a particular and preferred conclusion. Including the series title on the
cover page also indicated that there would be more documents in the series to follow
and that the discussion paper would be used as “a resource for producing further
reports” (Fairclough, 2001a p. 255), thereby continuing the construction of the generic
chain.
Below the series title was a quote from the 2002 Strategic Plan, “We aim to create
opportunities for those with individual differences to achieve their full potential”, which
was presented as a previously accepted and highly valued objective within the school
context (see analysis in Chapter 3). Including this reference in a prominent position on
the cover page of such a key document (and other documents in the series to follow)
established it as a primary purpose for the initiative and a goal which the proposals for
reform and middle schooling would address. This placement aligned the future Middle
School with one of the core values of SEC, creating a discursive association which would
be difficult to contest. The assistant principal also added his name and official title as
author on the cover page, positioning himself as the sovereign source of the information
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and arguments presented within the document, and reminding readers of his position of
authority in proposing initiatives for the future of the school.

Language of Persuasion
According to Kress (1985), “texts are ... manifestations of discourses ... and the sites of
attempts to resolve particular problems” (p. 12). In the case of the discussion paper, the
problem being addressed was simultaneously one of persuasion and the need to choose a
model of middle schooling for SEC so that it could move forward and become a
concrete object for implementation. When written by a single author, as was the
situation with the discussion paper, Kress also states that the primary intent is to
“construct a text in which discrepancies, contradictions, and disjunctions are bridged,
covered over, eliminated” (p. 15). As a formal, concrete document, the discussion paper
was written in order to support the assistant principal’s previously spoken texts. Kress
notes, “writing ... represents permanence and control rather than the impermanence and
flux of speech” (p. 46) and this was a critical strategy at this stage of the investigation, as
much of the information and dialogue had been verbal until this time. The assistant
principal constructed the discussion paper in a way to further the purposes of resolving
problems and eliminating discrepancies. Whilst the document acknowledged that
discrepancies and contradictions did, indeed, exist, the goal and method it presented
appeared seamless, drawing together the various texts, discourses and genres that had
formed the object to this point in order to construct a particular version of its truth.
However, in order for the initiative to become an accepted reality at the school, a unified
objective for the investigation needed to be agreed upon by the different members of the
committee. In this light, the discussion paper was constructed as a powerful and
influential statement through which the assistant principal attempted to determine the
ways in which committee members accessed the discourse and the ways in which they
considered and described the object. He anticipated possible responses and positions by
the investigative teams and the information included in the discussion paper was
carefully constructed to address these through framing potential questions with preferred
answers, thereby supporting the validity of the included ideas and data. This information
created positional boundaries for individuals to align themselves with the aim to
“establish the dominance of one discourse” (Kress, 1985 p. 17), the discourse of middle
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schooling, as well as an agreement on the object of the Middle School as the focus of the
research (and the future of SEC).
The following excerpt from the document demonstrates how compelling, emotive
language was used to bring committee members to a favourable positioning on the
Middle School. The language draws on both the ideal of teaching as a vocation and the
discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’ to create a sense of the essential need for this
initiative in the future of SEC. It also addresses potential oppositional arguments
through the use of the terms ‘not’ and ‘nor’, and dismisses them in order to present the
alternative, positive position, “This is more to do with …”.
This is not about peripheral window dressing, nor is it in response to a
change in government policy. This is more to do with teachers, as
professionals, revisiting the philosophy of their vocation and taking
courageous action to meet our students where we find them and navigate
with them a course to academic success and a sense of worth based on their
entire personhood. It is about questioning the way we relate with our
students, the way they learn and the way we assess their learning. (The Case
for Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper, 2003 p. 6)

This excerpt contains a call to action, challenging the professional identities of staff, and
provides a clear and concrete reflection of the approach to the initiative taken by the
school executive. It draws on the established discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’,
and staff are invited to be ‘courageous’ in the pursuit of ‘success’ for the students of
SEC. The unstated corollary of an unwillingness to undertake these challenges was
reflected as ‘cowardice’ and ‘failure’, and few staff would ever choose to be defined by
these negative terms. With the ‘entire personhood’ of ‘our students’ at stake, it would be
difficult for committee members to argue against this ‘higher calling’ of their profession.
Further in the document, the dialogue continues to address some of the negative
statements that had been made in the broader staff community about the principal’s and
assistant principal’s motivations for implementing the change.
Trying to find authentic and long lasting answers to these questions is not a
fad inspired by some whim, it is at the heart of what it means to be a good
teacher. (The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper
2003 p. 6)
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In this excerpt, those who do not agree are positioned as construing the quest for good
teaching as ‘a fad inspired by some whim’ - clearly an undesirable position. The
statement thus appeals to the teachers’ desire to know themselves and be known as
‘good teachers’. Drawing on the subject of the ‘good teacher’ became a significant
strategy by the assistant principal in persuading the members of the need to accept the
foundations for change as proposed in the document. Additionally, it also called into
question the negative notion of the ‘whim’ as an impetus for change and positioned the
initiative as firmly grounded in sound and unquestionable desires for positive change.

Trace and Audience
The ideas of Bakhtin (1981) could be used to further support an analysis of the strategies
and techniques evident in this document. Two primary concepts are of key importance:
the dialogic nature of the text (with the associated the concept of addressivity in regard to
the relationship between the writer and audience of the text) and the embedded multitextuality of a text. An understanding of the dialogic nature of the text, that which
positions it as both an interactive and intertextual entity, is useful in deconstructing the
various elements of the construction of the discussion paper. The document initially
performs a kind of internal dialogue (Bakhtin, 1981 p. 284), where it constructs a
particular (and persuasive) version of truth through the presentation of arguments and
counter-arguments to reflect the broader discourse of middle schooling. For example, in
the discussion paper, the counter-arguments between ‘motivation’ v ‘disengagement’ (p.
4) or ‘anxiousness’ v ‘optimism’ (p. 7). Even without specific references to alternative
discourses, a statement or argument for one position, for example ‘opportunity’ (p. 6),
necessarily holds the counter-position, ‘lost opportunity’, in its text, whether directly or
obliquely referenced.
It was clear through the text of the discussion paper that the position being promoted
was in favour of this change and, through both stated and inferred contrast, an
alternative discourse was not. This dual dialogue highlighted the tension between ‘what
the ideal of pedagogy at SEC could be’ and ‘what was currently lacking’ and this contrast
was utilised as a critical strategy to position the initiative in a favourable comparison
against the status quo. Bakhtin (1981) would describe this as a “double-voiced
discourse” where “two voices [in the text] are dialogically interrelated ... as if they
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actually hold a conversation with each other” (p. 324). It was through this technique that
persuasive arguments were formed and other, authoritative voices (using selected quotes
and references) were brought into play to support the point of view presented. Wegerif
(2007) states that for Bakhtin, “texts, even books, are also ‘utterances’ which are part of
dialogues. Far from being the single voice of a single author, texts, he claimed, contained
traces of many voices often engaging in dialogues within the text itself” (p. 15), voices
that were apparent in the text of the discussion paper.
An expansion of this action of the internal dialogue is to be found in the dialogic
relationship between the author and audience of the written text. The producer of the
text anticipates the existence of a future reader and engages with the essential features of
what Bakhtin (1986) terms addressivity (p. 95). Livnat (2012) explains this concept simply,
that “in every kind of discourse, even a written text of a distanced and uninvolved
nature, a dialogue with an addressee exists, and thus the discourse is shaped in
accordance with the way the addresser perceives the addressee” (p. 11). Bakhtin himself
states,
An essential (constitutive) marker of the utterance is its quality of being
directed to someone, its addressivity ... Both the composition and,
particularly, the style of the utterance depend on those to whom the
utterance is addressed, and the force of their effect on the utterance. (1986
p. 95)

The text of the discussion paper was framed by certain assumptions made about the
readers of the document. The audience was known to be professionals in the field of
education and so a certain degree of jargon was tolerable and even desirable to enhance
the credibility and authority of the text. However, alongside this knowledge was the
presumption that none were as well-informed as the assistant principal and that he was
writing for an audience less educated about the subtleties and details of middle
schooling. A result of this was the inclusion of a great deal of background and
supporting information to enable a clearer understanding of the ‘picture’ the assistant
principal was attempting to construct.
The committee members as audience, were also assumed to be placed at varying
positions on the continuum from highly protective to highly progressive and the text
needed to address all readers in a way to be persuasive and motivational by degrees.
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However, Bakhtin (1981) asserts that, “understanding and response are dialectically
merged and mutually condition each other; one is impossible without the other” (p. 282).
This means that the text cannot be situated as a single, constant entity with a fixed
meaning or purpose. Its sense is only partly derived from that intended by the author, as
the author cannot help but direct the text and its ‘utterances’ toward its audiences and
their responses, thus shaping its eventual form and subsequent meaning/s.
The discussion paper was constructed as an attempt to frame the ‘discussion’ – the very
term itself anticipating response – within a favourable network of other texts and
discourses. The assistant principal predicted possible responses to his arguments and
structured much of the document to provide counter arguments to negative statements,
concerns or simply ‘mutterings’ amongst the team. However, no matter how wellconstructed or persuasive an argument might be, the audience is always in a position to
make alternative interpretations and bring unintended meaning to a text, producing
another line of response to the discussion. There were other connotations for these
discourses than those intended by the assistant principal. The history of ‘reform’ in
education, for example, held its own discursive history (Lingard, Mills and Hayes, 2000;
Dilkes, Cunningham and Gray, 2014). As this middle schooling ‘reform’ was established
in a state of multiple ‘reforms’ and ‘agendas’, this new ‘reform’ (and the initiative it was
representing) had the potential to enhance the feeling of cynicism or distrust amongst
staff.

Discursive Threads
The second Bakhtinian concept of use in this analysis is that which describes the multitextual, multi-discursive, multi-voiced nature of any textual encounter or exchange. A
single text cannot exist in isolation from other texts and discourses. Texts are, by their
very existence, intertextual and can only be formed out of the threads of other texts,
languages, discourses and voices, past and present. According to Bakhtin (1981), “every
extra-artistic prose discourse – in any of its forms, quotidian, rhetorical, scholarly –
cannot fail to be oriented toward the ‘already uttered,’ the ‘already known,’ the ‘common
opinion’ and so forth” (p. 279).
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The discussion paper included discourses and texts from many sources: academic,
professional, historical, those contextually specific to SEC, spoken texts (debates and
discussion amongst staff) and participant voices, including that of the author himself.
The assistant principal drew together those discourses, texts and voices that he
considered to be the most persuasive and those which presented the truth that needed to
be accepted for the initiative to continue. The discourses of middle schooling,
engagement and educational reform, along with reference to externally published texts
(including citations conforming to the conventions of academic research and an
appropriately formatted bibliography) were used to establish authoritative credibility for
the assistant principal’s arguments.
Contextually specific discourses such as ‘better outcomes for students’ and ‘tradition’, as
well as the school Strategic Plan and other school based documents and electronic
presentations that had been introduced to staff in previous situations were incorporated,
to ground the initiative as firmly focused on addressing the specific needs of students at
SEC. He drew on the Strategic Plan to provide the previously mentioned key quote on
the front page of the document, connecting the text with the essential values and
mission of the school. He also created an explicit alignment with the discourse of
tradition in the following excerpt,
SEC has a history and tradition of excellence. This is due, in the largest part,
to the generosity and excellence of its teaching staff. As a group of
professionals, we have had a formative and profound impact on the women
leaving this college over the 130 years of its history.
The development of a Middle School sits within this tradition, and will only
be successful if we continue to offer to the girls in our care the same
generosity and excellence in teaching that has characterised our history. (The
Case for Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper 2003 p. 15)

This text strategically drew upon the nostalgic feelings adopted by many staff to
construct a connection between “the history and tradition of excellence” and the current
initiative. It stated unambiguously that the “Middle School sits within this tradition”,
acknowledging the importance of the past in the narrative of the school, while
simultaneously providing little room to question the position of the proposal. The
assistant principal also appealed to the “generosity” of staff as “professionals” to
continue providing “excellence in teaching” for “the girls in our care”. All of these terms
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were designed to enhance feelings of goodwill and connection and encourage staff to
align themselves with the positive aspects of past traditions of the school, along with the
future benefits of ‘the Middle School’.
The inclusion of ‘voice’ was another technique utilised by the assistant principal in his
attempt to construct a particular version of the dialogue within the bounds of the
document. His voice was directly incorporated in the text, initially on the cover of the
document where he identified himself as author, and within the text through the use of
regular “I”, “me” and “we” statements. The first of these was on the contents page
where he wrote,
This paper was written to contribute to the conversation about our planning
for Middle School ... If you would like to ask any questions, or to request
any readings or further information, please let me know. (The Case for
Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper 2003 p. 2)

Additionally, the voices of the executive and even the resistors on staff were evident as
textual traces within the document. The executive were present as the ‘our’ in statements
such as, “It would be our aim to have people involved in the Middle School who have
expressed a desire to do so” (p. 7 italics mine), embedding the assistant principal’s
statements in the more powerful network of sovereign staff. The principal’s voice was
also specifically included, through the use of her name when the assistant principal
mentioned earlier interviews she held with staff, “In [the principal]’s interviews with
teachers” (p. 7), indicating she had spoken of these conversations with the assistant
principal. The voices of staff were evident, as “many people have said that...” (p. 7) and
resistors were also given a pre-structured voice of concern in the document, under the
heading of “Parameters and Limitations for our planning” (pp. 6-7). This section of the
document included such statements as “the thought of being responsible for new subject
area is threatening” and “our daily practices may need to be modified”, when naming
some of what he decided staff could consider to be the “most concerning parts of the
change” (p. 7).
The ‘utterances’ contained in the document did not just reflect these discourses, texts
and voices – they became a part of them, shaping and constructing them, and provided a
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link between what had been said before and what would now be said as a result of their
existence. Bakhtin (1981) described this in the following way,
The living utterance, having taken meaning and shape at a particular
historical moment in a socially specific environment, cannot fail to brush up
against thousands of living dialogic threads, woven by socio-ideological
consciousness around the given object of an utterance; it cannot fail to
become an active participant in social dialogue. After all, the utterance arises
out of this dialogue as a continuation of it and as a rejoinder to it -- it does
not approach the object from the sidelines. (p. 276)

The text in this instance invited readers to think in a certain way, envision a certain type
of future and, strategically, support the pedagogical change that this initiative
represented. It became a living and ‘real-time’ document, with the invitation to “please
let me know” (p. 2) assuming a currency of communication between participants in the
dialogue. It contributed to the conversation, reflected previous conversations and
generated new conversations as a result of its existence. It was an integrally linked
document and contributed in a way that was key to any further progression of the
discourse and object of middle schooling at SEC.

Response to the Document
Once any text is released to the public domain, it is subjected to a multiplicity of further
discourses, texts and voices (Bakhtin, 1986). The reader of such a text brings their
conception and experience of these elements to both their understanding and context,
which shape the ways in which they will engage with any particular text. This was no
different with the release of the ‘Case for Middle School Reform’ discussion paper.
Whilst the document had presented a particular version of truth and a preferred path to
follow, the assistant principal’s strategic shaping could not remove the influence of these
other external and internal factors. Staff took a variety of perspectives on many issues in
the document, evident through the different ways in which they spoke during committee
meetings and in conversations behind the scenes (research journal, Aug. 2003). Resistant
staff took statements from the text to provide further evidence for their resistance and
supportive staff made reference to the positive future outcomes that could be achieved.
Included below are some of the statements from the document that were used by staff
to support their position, and the types of comments that were triggered by these
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statements, drawn from my observations at the time and quotes recorded in my research
journal (Aug. 2003).

Statements	
  from	
  the	
  Document	
  

Resistant	
  Response	
  Comments	
  

... problems do exist here ... but not on the same
scale (p. 5).

“We don’t have the same problems here - our
girls are good, so we don’t even need this.”

The attempts in the mid 70s and early 80s to
change the way learning was organised never
took root ... (p. 5).

“See – it didn’t work then, Why should in work
now?”
“I remember this from the 80s – it’s all been done
before. Let’s just stick with teaching.”

We can all relate to how shifts in public policy
can have an impact on the way we work as
teachers (p. 6).

“It’s just another change. We’ve seen plenty of
these before. How do we know this is going to
be any better or last longer than a few years?”
“We’ll do all of this work and then it will be
thrown out again when the next big thing
comes along.”

[Here is some] information about those most
concerning parts of the change ... Staffing ...
Resourcing ... Teaching outside of my discipline
... Time ... The way we work ... (p. 7).

“These are all big concerns. These answers
don’t really make me feel better about it.”
“How much do they expect us to do?”

The status quo needs to be considered as a valid
option ... (p. 10).

“Why do we need to reinvent the wheel?”
“How long will a middle school even last? Just
stay with what we have and save ourselves the
trouble.”
“Surely we can make a difference within what
we already have.”

Statements	
  from	
  the	
  Document	
  

Supportive	
  Response	
  Comments

... students deserve to gain intrinsic enjoyment
from their schooling, and a sense of fulfilment
(p. 3).

“I want my students to feel this way.”

[This change] is about questioning the way we
relate with our students, the way they learn and
the way we assess their learning (p. 6).

“We owe it to our students.”
“Imagine what it would be like if we could
achieve all of those things?”

Using the power of imagination, here is how a
day may unfold for an average Middle School
student in the not too distant future ... [this was
followed by an idealised description of this
student’s experiences] (pp. 8-9).

“How great would this be? It would be so
exciting to teach in this way.”
“I want this girl in my class.”
“This is what I’ve always thought teaching
should be like.”

Descriptions related to the rest of the models
(pp. 11-13).

Different staff aligned themselves with different
models in supportive ways and expressed a
variety of comments related to these.
[eg. related to the Integrated Curriculum] “Let’s
go all the way!”
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Staff who had not yet formed a determined opinion were provided with the opportunity
to form a relationship with the dialogue in the text and align themselves with certain
points of view presented. Several committee meetings were dedicated to discussions
based on the document and often, before meetings would formally begin, committee
members would raise further concerns or engage in dialogue and debate about the
initiative and the details of its implementation. It was through this relationship that the
various members of the committee formed their understanding of the initiative.

Persuasive Positioning
The text of the discussion paper had been carefully constructed from a range of other
texts and discourses. It contained persuasive material for committee members to
consider, while clearly setting out the limits of the research process and findings. This
persuasive material took the form of five specific elements designed to support the
‘case’. These were:
1. The use of academic language and references to enhance credibility and
authenticity;
2. The use of direct, familiar addresses to the audience to create a sense of
connection;
3. The posing of rhetorical questions (and answers) to construct preferred
responses to concerns;
4. An outline of the six models chosen for investigation to support the reality of the
future middle school; and
5. The description of visionary and inspirational examples of possibility.
These elements were presented in a way to instruct, convince and include committee
members and were positioned and utilised by the assistant principal as integral parts of
the investigation process. These persuasive strategies and texts will be detailed further in
the following discussion.
The first of these strategies was reference to externally published research material
which, as a result of its existence in the academic or professional sphere, held authority
and credibility amongst team members. The assistant principal selected particular quotes
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from such sources as the National Middle School Project (Australian Curriculum Studies
Association, 1997) to ground his arguments and provide validity and support for the
ideas presented. He also referenced large studies in the United States that pointed to the
problems of disengagement amongst adolescents as well as the Australian report From
Alienation to Engagement: Opportunities for Reform in the Middle Years of Schooling (Australian
Curriculum Studies Association, 1996) as further justification of the need to address this
identified issue. Through referencing these studies, he drew on the powerful,
authoritative discourses of educational psychology, engagement and educational reform
that assisted him in positioning the document as aligned with other, recognised and
therefore credible, sources.
The second persuasive strategy evident in the discussion paper is the use of ‘I’
statements throughout the text to create a feeling of intimacy, connection and dialogue.
Hyland (2002 p. 352) states that “almost everything we write says something about us
and the sort of relationship that we want to set up with our readers” and the assistant
principal used this strategy to invite a particular kind of relationship with committee
members. He held a position of significant authority, both on the committee and in the
context of SEC, and this represented an imbalance of power within the group. The
academic language used in much of the document was distancing so the interpersonal
use of first person pronouns, ‘I’, ‘me’ and ‘we’, served two purposes in this text. Firstly,
these terms were used in an attempt to mitigate some of the distance created by the
technical and academic language used in the text, as well as that created by the sovereign
status attributed to the position of assistant principal. The second purpose was to create
a more open, inclusive and friendly connection with the unnamed participants in the
dialogic exchange, with the unspoken message – ‘I am in this with you’ – and, to build
solidarity – ‘we are all in this together’ (Wright and King, 1990).
A third strategy employed in the construction of the text was in the dialogic process of
posing and providing answers to rhetorical questions, anticipating some of the concerns,
background information or queries that might be raised. This included questions such as
“What are the needs of adolescents?”, “Middle School Reform - is it just another
edujargon fad?” and “What will middle school NOT be at SEC?” These were chosen by
the assistant principal as critical questions which required carefully constructed answers
as they were versions of some of the more frequently raised concerns amongst both
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committee members and the general staff. These questions were “directly, blatantly,
oriented toward a future answer-word” and “determined by that which has not yet been
said but which is needed and in fact anticipated by the answering word” (Bakhtin, 1981
p. 280). Indeed, the assistant principal provided both the anticipated questions and
framed the preferred responses in a way that was “open, blatant and concrete” (p. 280).
In this way, the text was directly structured toward the anticipated audience, even
providing the ‘answering word’ for these predetermined questions. Some of the
responding statements were: “young adolescent students present us as teachers (and
their parents) with a range of contradictory characteristics which lead to tension and
potential conflict” (p. 4) to establish the need for the initiative, “The difference this time
around is that schools are implementing Middle Schools based on sound research” (p. 6)
to establish the widespread nature of the initiative; and “it is becoming obvious what
Middle School will not be when it arrives at SEC [followed by a list of ‘nots’]” (p. 8) in
an attempt to appease some of the more determined resistors on the team. A related
strategy also took the form of directing readers to conduct some structured, reflective
exercises to further refine the framework for thinking about the need for the initiative.
Participants were invited to “Imagine an average ... student”, “ask yourself this question”
and “choose a student with whom you relate well and ask her a few questions along
these lines...” to reflect on how this change might lead to ‘better outcomes for students’.
The fourth persuasive strategy in the document was in providing concrete descriptions
of the actual models for investigation. This was one of the few times the detailed models
had been seen/known by any staff outside of the executive committee and outlining
them in this formal context created a stronger feeling of inevitability that one of these
would be chosen as the future object of the Middle School at SEC. Committee
members, myself included, were able to consider what these models were proposing and
align themselves with those that best fit their ideas of students, pedagogy and their own
professional identities and subjectivities. It also gave a sense that there would be some
choice through the process and that committee members were granted some power in
the decision making (although only within the boundaries as provided by the selection of
models). At this stage, there was no mention that there could be any other options
available to frame the research - these were the only ones staff were able to choose
between and appeared as ‘hard’ limits to define the choice.
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The fifth, and most influential, strategy to position the initiative within a positive
framework, was implemented through the answer to the open question “What might
middle school look like at SEC?” (pp. 8-10). In this narrative response, the assistant
principal constructed a fictional, utopian account of a day in the life of an involved,
engaged and reflective middle school student. During this day, “Maisy” prayed for “our
civic leaders, based on a citizenship project [her group was] ... working on together”, had
the opportunity to “email, chat and exchange files with [her] classmates in Canada”,
worked through her “negotiated ... unit project”, edited “her interviews with [local]
Councillors about threats to the [local environment]”, combined “working with her
friends and working by herself”, composed a “poem inspired by [the local harbour] in
winter” for the “class poetry competition” and “on the way home on the bus ... chatted
with her friends about the next integrated study” (pp. 8-9).
This strategy was particularly persuasive as it provided for staff a concrete picture of
what it might be like if middle schooling became a reality at the school. Whilst none of
the committee members believed that this would be how a typical day would unfold, the
ideal of such a day called upon teachers to “revisit ... the philosophy of their vocation”
(p. 6) to achieve the ultimate goal of being a “good teacher” and providing ‘better
outcomes for students’. It also offered ideas for inclusion in the design of future
curriculum and clearly invited staff to reflect on current practices at the school. The
assistant principal prefaced his ‘story’ with the comment “although nothing has been
decided, I often reflect on how it might all look” (p. 8) and concluded with the
disclaimer that “of course, this is just my own speculation and imagination, and I am not
trying to imply that Middle School will take a particular form” (p. 9). However, it is
through this detailed description that he revealed most clearly the direction he would like
the reform to take, and many of these ideals became part of the later practice of the
Middle School at SEC. The final word as answer to this question was, “So, no matter
what form Middle School may take at SEC, the needs and success of our students
should be at the centre of our deliberations” (The Case for Middle School Reform at
SEC: Discussion Paper, 2003 p. 10), creating a clear and indisputable link with the
discourse of ‘better outcomes for students’.
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Considerations and Constraints
At this point, the discussion paper demonstrated a shift in its purpose as it moved from
a persuasive function to a pragmatic one: the presentation of a series of pointers for
action to committee members. It contained a list of considerations and constraints for
the committee under the heading of “Parameters and Limitations for our Planning” (p.
6-7). These were to act as the boundaries for the investigation and construction of the
object and they became the guidelines of possibility for each team. According to this
document, any version of middle schooling to become concrete at SEC had to account
for the following:
a)
b)
c)
d)

the best practice already working in other schools
avoiding the mistakes and failures in past attempts at Middle School reform
the particular needs of the girls at SEC, based on our demography and culture
the central tenets of our mission and philosophy as a Catholic School in the
tradition of the Sisters of [our foundation]
e)
the limitations placed on us by
i.
our architecture
ii.
our student numbers
iii.
our financial resources
iv.
our level of professional development in this area
v.
the expectations of our parents
vi.
the requirements and accountabilities of the Board of Studies and state
and federal legislation which impacts on schools
(The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper, 2003 p. 6)

These directives included language associated with tradition (‘culture’, ‘mission’),
inclusion and solidarity (‘our’), obligation (‘needs’, ‘expectations’), regulation
(‘limitations’, ‘accountabilities’) and progress (‘best practice’, ‘reform’). These statements,
and the discourses from which they were constituted, acted as contingencies that
bounded the space in which the object could exist and continue as a concrete entity at
SEC. That the object would continue was a statement of incontestable truth about the
future of the school, constructed by the assistant principal in this context and existed as
a condition upon which these statements could be made. The language used exerted
pressure on committee members to accept the reality of the future object (despite the
investment in protection by some staff) and to visualise it in certain ways. Now, as part
of the ongoing dialogue and as both documented and public statements, these
‘parameters and limitations’ became contingencies for the work of the teams
investigating the models for presentation to the whole staff in August.
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The Models
The development of any future Middle School at SEC was contingent on the
delimitation provided by the six models for investigation presented in the document.
Although many different versions of middle schooling could have been possible, the
assistant principal had chosen these six, and they came to represent the boundaries of
possibility for thinking about and investigating the object. Staff could be convinced,
persuaded, disqualified or dismissed, but the initiative could not have concrete form
without the construction of these models as contingent possibilities. Committee
members engaged with the models, investigating them in their small teams and even
visiting schools that offered similar structures. The models formed the basis of the next
stage of the investigation and also structured the process of the decision-making day in
August 2002. They were presented in a simplified and consistent format and, for some, it
was difficult to determine the differences without a closer reading of the text. Each
model is reproduced below as presented by the assistant principal in the documentation
provided for committee members (The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC:
Discussion Paper, 2003 pp. 10-13).

Model	
  1:	
  Status	
  Quo	
  	
  
Features
1.
Discrete subjects and disciplines
2.
Distinct departments
3.
Independent teachers
4.
No team work between teachers of individual students
5.
No separate leadership of curriculum in Years 7 & 8
6.
Curriculum modelled on Years 11 and 12 (timing, structure, process and
assessment)
Description
The status quo needs to be considered as a valid option for addressing the
learning and emotional needs of adolescents in the Middle School at SEC. The
group assigned to this model will need to objectively assess this model’s
attributes using the same criteria as the other models.

Model	
  2:	
  2	
  Year	
  Team	
  Cycle
Features
1.
Two year relationship with a class and a teaching team
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2.

The Middle School is divided into smaller ‘academies’ serviced by the
same team of teachers
3.
Independent teachers, or teachers working in teams
4.
Team work between teachers of individual students across subjects
5.
‘Specialist’ teachers of teachers from small departments may not be able
to be involved – but could apply to Maths, English, Science, RE,
PDHPE, HSIE and TAS (or others)
6.
Pedagogy could be innovative and flexible
Description
This model focuses on the need for students to be able to develop a close
relationship with their teacher – who becomes a constant in the midst of change.
The model also seeks to structure the Middle School such that teams of teachers
can work cooperatively or interoperatively.

Model	
  3:	
  Academies	
  (Version	
  1)	
  
Features
1.
Discrete subjects and disciplines, or the opportunity for crossover
2.
Inter-dependent teachers
3.
Team work between teachers of each academy
4.
Separate leadership for curriculum in Years 7 & 8
5.
Curriculum modelled on any of a continuum of integrated approaches
Description
Divide Year 7 (and Year 8) into three or four academies and cycle the timetable
around these groups, so that the same academy of students has the same teachers
through a majority of their subjects. For some, this may mean having the same
teacher for a range of subjects.
This opens up opportunities for cooperation and consultation (at the least)
through to team teaching and curriculum integration and beyond. Each academy
could develop its own identity in the Middle School.

Model	
  4:	
  Academies	
  (Version	
  2)
Features
1.
Discrete subjects and disciplines, or the opportunity for crossover
2.
Inter-dependent teachers
3.
One teacher for a broad range of subjects (true Home Room)
4.
Team work between teachers of each academy
5.
Separate leadership for curriculum in Years 7 & 8
6.
Curriculum modelled on any one of a continuum of integrated
approaches
Description
Divide Year 7 (and Year 8) into three or four academies and cycle the timetable
around these groups, so that the same academy of students has the same teachers
through a majority of their subjects.
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Each homeroom teacher may have their homeroom for a range of three or four
subjects: English, Maths, HSIE, Religion. Students would then follow a
traditional timetable (within their academy) for their other subjects.

Model	
  5:	
  Academies	
  (Nice’n’Easy	
  does	
  it)
Features
1.
Discrete subjects and disciplines, or the opportunity for crossover
2.
Inter-dependent teachers
3.
Team work between teachers of each academy
4.
Separate leadership for curriculum in Years 7 & 8
5.
Curriculum modelled on any one of a continuum of integrated
approaches
6.
Year 7 as a pilot in 2004, Year 7 and 8 fully fledged 2005
Description
Divide Year 7 (and Year 8) into three or four academies and cycle the timetable
around these groups, so that the same academy of students has the same teachers
through a majority of their subjects.
In 2004, teachers will be invited to opt in to Middle Schooling and will be placed
into one of the academies. Some teachers may teach a number of subjects within
an academy to the same class. This will be notified in 2003, and the academy
teams will be formed. 2004 will operate as a pilot year, where various approaches
and cooperative and inter-operative models can be experimented with. New
courses for Year 7 and 8 can be written in 2004 for the implementation of new
syllabuses – to be launched in their full form in 2005.

Model	
  6:	
  Integrated	
  Curriculum
Features
1.
Very few traditional subject delineations
2.
Curriculum organised ‘thematically’ rather than discipline based
3.
Students, teachers and parents involved in thematic planning process
4.
Themes developed from ‘real-world’ concerns, experiences or problems
– are then explored through a variety of disciplinary approaches
5.
Collaborative teams of teachers teaching across themes or projects
6.
Timetable blocked according to project, not subject
Description
Integrated curriculum is a design that promotes personal and social integration
through the organisation of curriculum around significant problems and issues.
Skills and knowledge are applied contextually and ‘deep learning’ in facilitated.
Disciplines are not excluded from this model, but are viewed as having fluid
boundaries which are able to be explored and redefined.
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These models existed as contingent boundaries for thinking about the future object.
Through their presentation in this document, they became the only choices possible for
consideration and committee members were required to accept one of these as the
eventual version to be implemented. Each version was a possibility for the object and
provided limits for a future that could contain any one (or a combination) of these
choices. Whilst the Status Quo was, indeed, included as a model, the whole tone of the
document was directed toward change and it was clear that this would not be the
eventual choice for the school. The description of the models contained both specific
and generalised statements and committee members used these to structure their
understanding of the possibilities each contained. It was these descriptions that formed
the foundation for the next stage of the research process and became accepted
conditions for the construction of the document that followed.

5.2 The Research Workbook
As a second stage to the investigative process, the assistant principal constructed a
research workbook for each research team that built on and supported the information
and persuasive material contained in the discussion paper. This new document was
directed toward action with a specific end product as the goal of the process. It was
structured in three stages – “thinking”, “researching” and “presenting” – and was very
prescriptive in how teams were to approach these elements. The document provided
structural guidelines and boundaries for the investigation to ensure common questions
and processes were addressed for later comparison. It also contained additional
persuasive material for committee members, with the introduction inviting staff to
reflect on their reasons for involvement in the committee and the significance of the
change they were investigating. It stated, “You are in a position to influence the way the
College reforms its practice in Year 7 and 8 into the future” (Instructions for Middle
School Learning Teams: Research Workbook, 2003 p. 2), simultaneously positioning the
members of the team in a positive frame and giving substantial weight to the object, the
process and the status of the committee. The language used in this statement
constructed a position for committee members to occupy, as key players in the
implementation of change. It also established the opportunity for individuals to align
themselves with the assistant principal’s position of influence for the initiative, making it
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a particularly compelling statement for committee members who had their own future
ambitions for leadership and influence. Additionally, by drawing on staff acceptance of
the committee’s status representing sovereign authority, the assistant principal positioned
himself as enacting the power in the relationship between the executive and the
committee.

Connection with the Discussion Paper
The research workbook was presented as clearly arising from the discussion paper and
made many direct links with the previous document. The most apparent means by which
it was positioned as a part of the investigative series was through the inclusion of the
banner title from the discussion paper. The cover page of this new document appeared
almost identical to the previous document and established a clear connection between
the two. The use of a consistent font, layout and other design elements, along with
reference to a prior knowledge of the models described in the discussion paper, made it
very clear that the two documents were related and produced by the same author. This
further established the assistant principal’s voice as the most prominent at this stage of
the investigation. His authority was contained and constructed within the text and the
directives it included were presented as essential and authorised components of the
research process.
The workbook also continued and drew upon the language of persuasion that had been
introduced in the discussion paper. It contained many value-laden terms for committee
members to engage with (concealed within a very structured and pragmatic-looking
document) and, through strategically building the process of the research, it obligated
staff to think and act in certain ways. It provided directives toward desirable actions to
be undertaken as a part of the process, for example at the beginning of a statement
which appealed directly to staff subjectivities, the text reminded them that “you must use
your professionalism ...”. This was contrasted clearly with the stated and unstated
negative alternatives in the conclusion of the statement, “... to prevent your concerns
from prejudicing your research” (p. 2), ‘concerns’ which were presented as not
professional, not objective and therefore prejudiced. The text also contained a continued
focus and repetition of the term “action” which was presented as imperative to achieve a
“worthwhile product” as the end result of the investigation (Instructions for Middle
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School Learning Team: Research Workbook, 2003 p. 2), further conditioning team
members to accept the position of the research as leading toward a good and positive
outcome.

Prescribing the Research
The research workbook detailed a highly structured process for completing and
documenting the research findings. It contained prescriptive sub-sections with headings
such as “Step One – Thinking”, that gave team members instructions on how to think
about the object and in “Step Two – Meeting”, even prescribed an agenda for meetings
to be scheduled and content to be covered for each team. The tone in these two sections
was simultaneously directive and authoritative and the document was presented as a
contained and tightly woven entity for investigative teams to accept. The limits and
boundaries for the research were constructed through its text and little room was
provided for alternative ways of approaching the process.
In order to ‘think’ about the object, team members were instructed to “acknowledge
whether you have serious concerns about the model you have been given, or about the
whole process of investigating middle school reform” and advised to put aside these
concerns in order to “objectively assess [each] model’s attributes” (Instructions for
Middle School Learning Teams: Research Workbook, 2003 p. 2). The assistant principal
used these imperatives strategically to acknowledge staff resistance, expose negative
sentiment and attempt to reposition resistors with regard to their influence amongst the
teams (research journal, Aug. 2003). By stating his recognition that some team members
did, indeed, have “serious concerns” his position became one of the ‘knowing’ sovereign
who was aware of the feelings amongst the team, but would not allow these to impede
the progress of middle school reform at SEC.
The inclusion of these statements in the document also had the effect of bringing out
into the open what had, to this point, been a more subversive resistance and
repositioning it as an unprofessional and prejudicial approach to the research. Kress
(1985) described this strategy as one employed when the dominance of a preferred
discourse was at risk. He stated that, “the author/writer might alter the manner in which
particular readers will read and reconstruct this and other texts” drawing on “where
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[they] are situated socially/institutionally” (p. 17) to effect this reading. The assistant
principal’s sovereign status in relation to the readers allowed him to use language that
socially and institutionally compelled them to accept the authority of this document and
the imperatives it contained. Whilst certain committee members may have maintained a
deeply committed resistance to the initiative, they were told in a direct and categorical
way that their objections would not be permitted to undermine or compromise the
research.
The rest of the document followed a similar tone and level of prescription. Due to the
tight constraints of the time allocated to the research process, instructions were detailed
and specific, urging team members to use the provided framework effectively to
complete the research. This was presented in a way so as to offer ‘support’ and structure
for the teams to aid the research process, although some team members identified it as a
form of ‘control’ (research journal, Aug. 2003) and found opportunities for resistance
within this structure (as described later in the discussion of the results of the
investigative teams). The agenda for the first meeting was provided for the teams. It
included six items that were structured in a similar way so as to achieve a common set of
experiences to achieve the aim of comparable data. The beginning of each item was
presented in the following way:
1. Initial thoughts about the task
ACTION -- Each person has 2 or 3 minutes (only) to share their reaction to the
model assigned.
2. This workbook
ACTION -- Agreement is reached about using this workbook to structure the
efforts of the learning team.
3. School contact
ACTION -- Determine if contacting a school will assist the process.
4. Workbook research questions
ACTION -- Work through the questions under the various headings in this
workbook.
5. Further data
ACTION -- Determine what else is required before the workbook can be
completed.
6. Next meeting
ACTION -- Determine if more meeting time is required.
(Instruction for Middle School Learning Teams: Research Workbook, June 2003 p. 2)
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In the first item, members were instructed to share their initial thoughts with their group,
seeming to invite open dialogue and commentary. However, the process of sharing was
placed under particular time restrictions (with an added emphasis in the term ‘only’) and
conveyed the message that team members should exercise control and moderation when
revealing their opinions. This instruction was designed to limit the amount of time given
to potentially negative sentiment and to contain the dominance of particular individuals
in each team. Despite this intention, committee meetings did not necessarily adhere to
this containment. The team I was a member of, for example, spent a great deal more that
three minutes for each member sharing their “reactions to the model assigned”, which
included some quite negative and even hostile commentary toward what were perceived
to be the extreme model (Integrated Curriculum) and the process of change as a whole
(research journal, Aug. 2003).
This section of the document also contained a repetition of the term “ACTION” that
added a sense of urgency and importance to the process, reminding committee members
of the coming deadline of the professional development day. As the workbook was
distributed in June and the staff day was scheduled (at this stage of the research) for July,
this had two impacts on committee members: a sense of anxiety about the workload
expected in the time allocated, and enhanced negative feelings about the process. The
pace and time frame of this process was compared unfavourably with previous changes
by committee members, prompting comments such as “I don’t know why we’re
bothering with this whole committee – they obviously already know what they want”
and “why don’t they just tell us which [model] to research so we don’t waste time
looking down dead ends?” (research journal, Aug. 2003).

Step by Step
The next section was titled, “Step Three – Research Questions” (Instruction for Middle
School Learning Teams: Research Workbook, June 2003 p. 3). It contained six questions
for each team to address as well as instructions for how to approach the section.
Committee members were given the specific directive that “answers [to the research
questions] should not contain value laden judgements, nor should they prejudge the
outcome” (ie. undesirable) in order to produce a “balanced and considered” (ie.
desirable) result. The term “should” was repeated five times in the introductory section
218

to the questions, using a high modality stance to direct and frame the research for
participants, and stand them outside their platform of resistance.
Most of the questions presented in the booklet included suggested points to frame the
investigation, selected by the assistant principal from a large number of possible
alternatives in the literature, and through communication with other schools. The points
associated with each question provided examples of potential outcomes and directions
for thinking about the future object. For example, below the question “How could the
leadership and teamwork structures best support this model?” predetermined options
were offered as sample ideas, such as “dedicated 7-8 curriculum coordinator”, “cross
discipline teaching teams” and “release time in the cycle for team meetings”. Although
this was effectively “prejudging the outcome” (in contradiction to earlier comments in
the booklet), these suggestions supported a preferred perspective. This inconsistency was
almost unnoticeable as the suggestions were presented as possibilities only, and
promoted as an appropriate support for the researchers’ ‘thinking’. However, as the
object became increasingly “manifest, nameable, and describable” (Foucault, 1972 p. 41)
during the period of investigation and later implementation, many of these ‘suggested’
areas for investigation in the document became actualities for the Middle School at SEC,
revealing the power of these suggestions and their source.
Other questions required teams to consider holistic concerns such as “How does this
model relate to our core values?” or structural issues, such as “What are the relative costs
of this model?”, “What are the savings ...?” and “How could a student’s [and teacher’s]
day be affected?”. These questions also included suggested responses or areas to explore,
strategically placing ideas where they may not have come to light without these seeds,
while simultaneously framing many of these ideas for positive interpretation. For
example, in relation to the question about how a teacher’s day could be affected, three of
the dot points to consider were “number of different students”, “amount of marking
and assessment” and “amount of movement around the school”. In five of the six
possible middle school options under investigation at SEC, all of these areas would be
reduced, which could potentially make a teacher’s day much less hectic. Researching and
responding to these points would therefore enable teams to identify a clear and definable
benefit to the initiative.
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The inclusion of these questions and suggested responses in the document indicate a
strategic direction for the research committee’s efforts; the outcome could only be
thought about in terms of the predetermined directions shaped by the assistant principal.
It would seem that as these were the only questions that were included, the suggested
points would be the only answers provided. However, as will be seen in the following
discussions, research groups were able to subvert the authoritative process and provide
alternative versions for consideration by the whole staff.

A Text for Producing Other Texts
Fairclough (2001a) identifies that policy or other documents produced by, or on behalf
of, official bodies fulfil multiple purposes. In addition to the dissemination of
information and the incorporation of political ‘spin’ (p. 255), he recognises that a
“‘report’ is also a resource for producing further reports” (p. 255), and therefore an
additional link in the “generic chain” described in my previous discussion. Both of the
documents analysed in this section of the thesis, the discussion paper and the research
workbook, could be aligned with this description of the purpose of a report, and both
were positioned as texts for producing other texts. The texts arising from the discussion
paper tended toward the discursive and verbal, while those arising from the research
workbook were concrete and structured and became foundations for the next stage of
the decision making process and the implementation of the Middle School at SEC. The
future object was substantially determined by the existence of the research workbook. It
was geared directly toward future processes, and the inclusion of “Step Four Professional Development Day” (Instruction for Middle School Learning Teams:
Research Workbook, June 2003 p. 8) made it very clear that this was the end goal and
focus for the teams. The research workbook prescribed the ways in which the models
would be presented, and these texts produced by the teams were to be the foundation
texts upon which the next stage was based, that of consultation at the professional
development day.
In different contexts, the principal and assistant principal had previously stated their
commitment to ‘consultation’ as a part of change processes. This had arisen due to
negative reactions and comments following some of the changes implemented in the
years following the principal’s appointment to the position. At various times prior to the
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introduction of the middle schooling initiative, staff had made comments that reflected
doubt regarding the authenticity of any consultation undertaken and many had stated
amongst colleagues that consultation always seemed to lead toward the executive’s
desired results (research journal, Dec. 2002). As a result, a high degree of scepticism
existed amongst particular committee members (as a reflection of that which existed
amongst the general staff) when the assistant principal introduced the decision making
process for the day. This was named “The Collaborative Decision Making Model
(Expert Jigsaw)” and was described in the following way,
The Middle School teams will have investigated and researched one model
each. On a whole staff PD day they will thoroughly train a group of six
teachers in that model. This group of six will go and join with a person
trained in one of each of the other five models. In this way, the ideas about
each model are spread throughout the entire staff. Then after each model is
described and rated by each group, a pattern of consensus will emerge. This
will be the model decided on by the staff through their own leadership and
learning. (Instruction for Middle School Learning Teams: Research
Workbook, June 2003 p. 8)

The day was also identified as the day that the “actual decision” would be reached,
placing substantial status and significance on both the process and the day. Committee
members expressed feelings of concern about the Expert Jigsaw, with comments such as
“this will just end up like a game of ‘Chinese Whispers’” and “how is anyone going to
become an expert in forty-five minutes?” (research journal, Aug. 2003). Some committee
members also felt discomfort with the idea that they would have to promote a model
they didn’t feel committed to, as well as concerns that the loudest and most powerful
voices would be the ones that made the decision on the day.
The final form that the Middle School would eventually take was substantially directed
by the existence of the research workbook and the texts which were produced out of it
by the investigative teams. In this way, the instruments of investigation became
contingent for the possible future of the object. A middle school at SEC could have
eventuated without these documents, but it would have been a different object, shaped
by different forces and implemented by different means. In this way the research
workbook was not a condition for the future Middle School – middle schools had grown
in many other places without it – but as a contingency for the way it was thought about and
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the form it took in this particular context. These new texts became part of the
continuing discourse about the object.

The	
  Results	
  of	
  the	
  Investigative	
  Teams	
  
Over the next few months each team found as much information as they could about
the model they had been assigned, researching within the literature and visiting or
communicating with other schools that were using that model. Some teams committed
substantial time to the investigation, whilst others relied upon one or two motivated
individuals to carry the weight of the research. The assistant principal conducted the
research for his group alone, sending the completed workbook to the other members of
his team for their “reactions and views” (assistant principal’s hand written notes on
completed Instruction for Middle School Learning Teams: Research Workbook for
Model 5, June 2003). When he received no suggestions or argument, he submitted the
research as a ‘draft’ (evident by the handwritten notes and the term “draft” written
across the top). When asked why he did not contribute more to the document, one of
the group members of this team stated, “How could I know more about it than [the
assistant principal]?” (research journal, Sept. 2003), suggesting the substantial power
attributed to the assistant principal’s extensive knowledge of middle schooling and the
sovereign status of his position.
I was a member of the team investigating the ‘Integrated Curriculum’ (Model 6) and also
completed most of the workbook for my team. My assessment of why and how this
happened is as follows. As co-chair of the committee I was assumed to have an
advanced knowledge of the initiative by other team members (stated to me on numerous
occasions through the investigative period); I was extremely motivated to complete the
research, especially as it also related to gathering information for my academic study; I
felt a strong affinity with the model assigned and wanted to see it described and
positioned favourably for possible selection at the forthcoming staff development day;
the other team members were less willing to complete the work – one, a resistant Old
Guard who was against the initiative in its entirety and stated “I don’t like this model at
all” (research journal, Aug. 2003) and the other, a very new Fledgling who had a keen
interest but did not feel confident or experienced enough to evaluate and collate the
material on her own (research journal, Aug. 2003). I worked with this latter staff member
extensively in an effort to convince her of the value of this model, especially as she had
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already aligned herself with a more creative and open pedagogical approach in her
previous teaching practice. By the end of the investigative period she became a key voice
in promoting this model and often expressed great excitement at the potential it could
offer her teaching (research journal, Sept. 2003).
The research teams prepared their workbooks to share at a committee meeting
scheduled just prior to the whole staff professional development day in August. Middle
schooling and deciding upon the concrete object of the Middle School would be the
focus of the day. Some of the completed workbooks were substantially research-based
and provided a great deal of information about the theory and pedagogy behind the
model. Other teams had visited particular schools that utilised similar models and these
workbooks became reports about what was being achieved at these other schools. As
several of the questions required judgements to be made about the suitability and
impacts of the model for implementation at SEC, it was in these responses that the
teams were able to express their support or resistance to the model presented.
The particular composition of each team determined their approach toward the model
and the workbook. Teams that included supportive sovereigns or other leaders
contained more favourable answers to the questions and the model investigated. The
most supportive responses were those in favour of the Academies (Models 3, 4 and 5)
and the Integrated Curriculum (Model 6). Their comments in response to the question
“How does this model relate to our core values?” included such positive statements as:
“this model goes a long way to relating to our core values”, “the different style of
teaching creates an opportunity for teacher/student relationships to be much more
effective and nurturing”, “this model can enhance the core values of the school”,
“provide opportunities for the students to develop as individuals” and “create valued
citizens in the real world” (completed Instruction for Middle School Learning Teams:
Research Workbooks, August 2003). They were also more likely to include supportive
responses to the question “What are the savings inherent in this model?”, with
comments such as: “there is a real possibility for this model to reduce stress”, “[it] may
relieve some of the time pressure”, “create an opportunity for teacher/student
relationships to be much more effective and nurturing” and “dealing with just one class
more consistently will be easier in terms of preparation and marking”. For these teams,
the question “How could a teacher’s day be affected?” framed a greater number of
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potential benefits and they included such responses as: “the total number of students
[for each teacher] would naturally decrease”, “marking and assessment would be more
meaningful due to rich tasks – and fewer will be marked per year”, “this model would
enhance the use of technology” and a “teacher’s movement around the school [would
be] quite minimal”.
Comments that reflected a more protective stance were evident in all completed
workbooks, even those which were generally positive. They included such statements as:
“it cannot be half supported”, “time must be allocated to development and
programming”, “if no time is allocated, stress will increase”, “there will be impacts on
staff in regard to teaching other subjects” and “meetings cannot dominate the time of a
Middle School teacher”. These comments reflected commonly discussed concerns
amongst teachers about the manner in which previous changes had been implemented
and the impacts these created for staff (research journal, August 2003). One team that
visited another school also included problematic observations from their research, such
as “staff workload is still high”, “[this school] has thrown a lot of resources at this” and
“there are a few teachers [who] haven’t been able to cope with the new styles of learning
– they are finding it difficult and ... tend to create problems for the rest of the team”
(completed Middle School Committee Workbook: Model 3, August 2003). When
presented during a meeting of the whole committee, resistant staff drew upon these
comments to point out the potential for difficulty and failure of the initiative and stated
that the costs of implementation would far outweigh the benefits and, as the resistant
Old Guard on my team said, “therefore, we probably shouldn’t be doing it” (research
journal, Sept. 2003).
Through making particular choices about the completion of research, teams and
individual team members were able to subvert the structure and process of the assistant
principal’s carefully constructed workbook. Some team members opted out of the
investigation by failing to complete any of the work, and regularly expressed extreme
disappointment about the models they had been assigned. Others spent many meetings
sharing their negative feelings about both the model and the entire initiative, in
opposition to the instructions contained in the workbook that “each person has 2 or 3
minutes (only) to share their reaction to the model assigned” (Instruction for Middle
School Learning Teams: Research Workbook, June 2003 p. 2).
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Further evidence of resistance was found in the manner in which teams utilised the
research workbook. However, these instances of alternative use of the workbook did not
reflect resistance to the model as such (although some were), rather seemed to reflect a
resistance to the method of investigation and reporting. Results were submitted in a
variety of different ways, two not even using the workbook to structure their report,
although still addressing the questions it contained. One team described at length their
findings from another school visit, but did not relate it to the possibilities for SEC at all.
Another disregarded all of the workbook’s headings and questions and went into great
detail simply describing the rationale behind the model chosen and how it was
structured. This material did, in no way, correspond with the other team documents that
were compiled in accordance to the questions provided by the workbook. It was not
“easily comparable to the findings of the other learning teams”, did not “provide an
answer to each of these questions” or reflect “a worthwhile product” as determined by
the assistant principal, who expressed extreme dissatisfaction with the results from these
teams to me in later discussion (research journal, Sept. 2003).
Foucault (1997) would support labelling these subversions of the process and product as
resistance. However, he would not consider this resistance as simply a negative action on
the part of the team members, but “a part of this strategic relationship of which power
consists. Resistance really always relies upon the situation against which it struggles” (p.
168). In this context, power operated within the structure of the committee, the
sovereign status of the assistant principal and in the authority of the workbook. Teams
and team members created opportunities for resistance within these power relations,
reflecting what Foucault termed “a strategic situation toward each other” (p. 167) and an
opportunity to enact agency in a seemingly closed process. It also became an opportunity
for these teams to create something new, outside of the boundaries circumscribed by
that power, rather than simply existing at either of the two extremes of involvement:
saying no or direct obedience. Without this power relation, these new documents would
not, could not, exist and despite being unanticipated (or desired) outcomes of the
process, became part of the ongoing discourse of middle schooling at SEC. The
following excerpt from Foucault (1997) is most useful in describing this situation,
So we are not trapped. We are always in this kind of situation. It means that
we always have possibilities, there are always possibilities of changing the
situation. We cannot jump outside the situation, and there is no point where
225

you are free from all power relations. But you can always change it ...if there
was no resistance, there would be no power relations. Because it would
simply be a matter of obedience. You have to use power relations to refer to
the situation where you’re not doing what you want. So resistance comes
first, and resistance remains superior to the forces of the process; power
relations are obliged to change with the resistance. (p. 167)

Despite Foucault’s assurance in the final statement of this excerpt that power relations
are ‘obliged’ to change under the forces of resistance, the sovereign conception of power
was still drawn on by those in executive positions, while those invested in tradition
continued to exert a powerful influence, and an ongoing struggle continued to
characterise the introduction of the Middle School at SEC.

Political	
  Action	
  
The assistant principal accessed both his sovereign status and his knowledge of middle
schooling to situate the object as an accepted reality in the future of SEC. In this
position, the Middle School was aligned with the powerful discourses of ‘better
outcomes for students’ and ‘moving into the 21st century’ and, as a future object in the
pedagogical landscape of the school, that of ‘tradition’. By drawing on these discourses
and positions, the assistant principal directed the course of events and research, shaping
the ideas and attitudes of the committee members, while simultaneously positioning
himself as the ‘expert’ about middle schooling and the future object. In this role, through
his extensive prior research and planning for both the Middle School as well as the effect
of the research process itself, he was able to construct a particular version of knowledge
that was presented to staff. Through the documentation and other material provided, he
strategically embedded the inevitability of this change at the core of the committee’s
purpose. Whilst some may have resisted his ideas and the initiative, no committee
members were able to provide information of equal substance or similar knowledge of
the discourse or object to meaningfully contest the intellectual status or authority of the
assistant principal as the key player at this stage of the investigation.
Together, these two key documents (the Discussion Paper and the Research Workbook)
created the structure and framework for the Middle School to become increasingly
concrete and subsequently ‘defined’ as an object at the school. They were critical texts at
this stage of the investigation and were contingent for any future in which the object
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could exist. The content of each and the manner of presentation had been drawn
together and constructed out of the many discourses of middle schooling in the broader
public realm. They were, in effect, summaries drawn from the assistant principal’s prior
investigations, although constructed within the limits of his research and the ultimate
goal of acceptance for the initiative. The assistant principal had played a critical role as
the producer of these texts and it was through him that committee members gained their
initial understandings of the initiative, the models that would be considered, which
schools they could visit and how to undertake the exploration and presentation of each
model. As described by Fairclough (2001a), due to their context and manner of
presentation, each could be considered “an official summary, but a summary which
selects and orders what it summarises with a partly promotional intent” (p. 255). This
strategy is an important one, according to Fairclough. He states, “the process of
summarising is crucially important ... throughout the practices of government” because
“it is through summarising that media ‘spin’ in added” (p. 255).
The role of the assistant principal in this situation could be likened to that of the political
leader, as described by Kress (1985),
The discursive task of the leader is constant; the detail of its execution
differs, depending on the group of which she or he is leader. Where the
group is well established, the leader’s task is to produce texts which function
as paradigm examples of the relevant discourse(s) and function continuously
to reproduce and reconstitute the group around the discourse(s). The task of
the leader may also be one of recruiting new members, as in the speeches
and manifestos of political leaders at election time. Here individuals with
discursive allegiances other than those of the leader’s group have to be
addressed via a text which offers them the possibility of affiliation. Lastly,
the leader’s task may be to give definition and coherence to an entirely new
group. In such a case it is the leader’s task to construct texts which offer the
possibility of assimilation of hitherto disparate discourses and to hold out
the promise of unification, coherence and plausibility of a new grouping
constituted initially entirely by the manner in which discourses are brought
together in texts. (p. 15)

At various times the assistant principal acted in all of these roles and carried out all of
these tasks in the development and promotion of the initiative. He produced
paradigmatic texts, he recruited new members, he offered possibilities of affiliation with
the discourse for staff and gave definition and coherence to an entirely new group. He
campaigned for acceptance of the initiative and spoke with regularity at whole staff
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meetings to encourage a continuing awareness of the object and the actions of the
committee. He maintained a ‘generic chain’ through the framing of each stage of the
process by the previous one, in a similar way to Fairclough’s (2001a) “speech <press
release> – (media reports) – document ...” sequence. Fairclough points out that “each
subsequent move in such a chain is responsive to media reactions to earlier moves” (p.
255), in the context of SEC, the ‘media’ of executive statements, committee publications,
and staff dialogue and debate.

Conclusion
As a result of the investigations and alignments amongst the investigative teams, the
Middle School moved closer toward an existence as a concrete object in the context of
SEC. Boundaries for each model had been further defined (and in some instances,
formed) and a space had been created for the future model to be situated after its
selection by the whole staff. As each model was a possibility for the future Middle
School, the models collectively provided the limits within which selections could be
made. These became the boundaries of definition (the ‘defined’ object) and subsequently
the possibilities of choice for the whole staff. However, the boundaries at this stage were
still fluid and soft. The model was undecided and so the boundaries were undetermined.
The purpose of the committee had not been to choose or implement any of the
preselected models but to investigate the ways in which they could exist in the school
context. Rather than define what the future Middle School would be, the research
conducted by the committee had clarified more essentially what it could not be and what
it must be as a valid and meaningful concrete object. As it was now decided by committee
members, rather than the assistant principal’s persuasive document, the Middle School
could not be: the status quo, too extreme, removed from the school values, understaffed, insignificant. It did have to be: significant, observable, make a difference, have a
leader, include Year Seven, include some core subjects, ‘advertisable’, implemented next
year, staffed by willing volunteers, measurable and, most unambiguously of all, decided
at the professional development day in August.
Prior to the professional development day, an expanded version of the discussion paper
was given to staff. They were instructed to read it carefully, note any questions, see the
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assistant principal for more information, and bring it with them on the day. It shared the
same cover page as the document prepared for the committee (including the assistant
principal’s name as author), contained almost all of the same persuasive material, and
additionally included an outline of the role and tasks of the committee for the benefit of
those staff not involved in the project. In it, the assistant principal stated, “Some [teams]
have visited other high schools which have undertaken this reform and have collected
data about best practice and dangers to be avoided” (Middle School at SEC: Planning
and Discourse, 2003 p. 10), positioning the teams as experts on middle schooling and
pre-framing their status as key staff for the professional development day. The
document also included an outline of the purpose and structure of day, including the
Expert Jigsaw, explaining that the process was intended to “help you make an informed
judgement for yourself” (p. 10) so that, “as a product of the process, a position of
consensus may emerge which reflects the position most supported by the staff” (p. 15).
The use of the term ‘most’ in the final statement indicated to staff that not all would be
happy with the decision that would be reached. However, the “most supported” version
would be the one to occupy the location of ‘Middle School at SEC’ in the space that had
been created for it. The earlier ideas around middle schooling had become defined
through the various texts and investigations, and now the next stage had become
necessary – choosing the object to be implemented at SEC in the following year.
Through this chapter, I have demonstrated how the Middle School was populated with
‘words and sentences’, which became formal rules and criteria for its existence. The
following chapter will explore the strategic process of information sharing and decisionmaking at the professional development day, as the object is brought forward in the
process of gaining ‘scientific’ status. The discussion in the next chapter will also examine
the critical role played by the assistant principal, members of the committee and the
inclusion of an external ‘expert’ to provide a more substantial ‘weight’ of support for the
initiative and the process of the selection of one model. At this whole staff gathering, the
Middle School is given collective authorisation for the further development of its
practical and material existence.
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Chapter	
  6:	
  The	
  Wave	
  Breaks	
  
Introduction
Prior to this chapter, I traced the journey of the Middle School as it was considered in
various forms of possibility. However, by August 2003, it had now reached a point
where it was necessary to make a decision about its definition and future in order for the
Middle School to transition from a discursive object to a concrete one, able to be
implemented as a pedagogical framework in the school. In this chapter, I describe the
events and decisions of one day, the professional development day, which was a key
event for the continuation of middle schooling at SEC. On this day, a decision would be
reached regarding the model that would constitute the Middle School. The object, which
had existed in numerous discursive forms and possibilities prior to this, would become a
chosen object, with a set of defining characteristics that could be named, circumscribed
and analysed (Foucault, 1972).
In a similar way to the previous staff meeting at which the discourse was made public
(Chapter 3), the events of this chapter exist as a Foucauldian threshold (1972), a key
event in the transition between the second threshold of epistemologisation and the third
threshold of ‘scientificity’ (characterised by the establishing of rules and criteria about the
form the Middle School could take). It would take some time before the Middle School
at SEC crossed into the fourth threshold of ‘formalisation’, where the object reaches a
state of ubiquity, and almost invisibility, where it defines its own limits and “is so widely
accepted that it is taken for granted” that “people stopped asking about what [it] ... was,
and began asking about how they could use it” (Fendler, 2010 p. 191), but it was at this
meeting that the first steps were taken to enact this transition. As described by the HSIE
coordinator, the staff development day was the “wave-breaking day. You get this buildup and build-up, but the wave broke on that day” (interview, Mar. 2005).
Through this chapter, I describe the strategies undertaken by key players on the day,
moving the object toward a favourable positioning, and the reactions of staff to these
effects. The inclusion of an external expert was also a contingent action for the
credibility of the initiative and I explore the means by which his expert status was
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deployed to frame and direct the day. The process of decision-making took a very
specific form and set of procedures, the ‘Expert Jigsaw’, that would lead to the choice of
one of the models presented, as the object that would become the Middle School. I
detail the structure of this process, in which the dissemination of information and the
decision-making procedure were tightly organised and directed, with very specific
instructions that regulated the day. However, within this contained and controlled space,
opportunities for resistance were created and, although a decision was reached on the
day, it did not occur neatly within the bounds of the carefully constructed operation.
In many ways, the decision had existed prior to its own existence, through the creation
of the space established specifically for its arrival. All of the previous events, documents
and dialogue behind the scenes and in the public environment of the school had focused
upon preparing the space for this object to occupy. In various forums, the space had
been delineated and positioned, if not for acceptance then certainly for familiarity. Staff
came to the day with a clear understanding of the intended focus, particularly due to the
discussion paper that had been distributed to all staff prior to the day. They had been
conditioned to accept that the Middle School would become a reality in the future of the
school and that, in the pursuit of ‘better outcomes for students’, middle schooling was a
necessary requirement to meet the learning needs of our girls. Not all staff agreed with
either of these statements, but all were aware that it would be decided and promoted on
these grounds. However, this also generated further resistance from some directions,
particularly with regard to the processes of disseminating information and decisionmaking, and also with the eventual outcomes of the meeting.
I will draw upon several theoretical resources to provide a means by which to analyse the
events, relations and subjectivities of the day. While Foucault provides the means to
deconstruct these patterns and events, in this chapter I also explore the specificities of
other influential factors, such as the role of the expert, that shaped the discourse and
object in its formation. I utilise Reissman’s (2008) theory of the narrative to identify how
stories were used strategically to begin the day. In the first section of this chapter, I
employ the ideas around expertise and the expert from Rose (1993), Jørgensen and
Phillips (2002), and particularly van Leeuwen (2007) to explain how his authority was
invoked to move the Middle School toward implementation and facilitate the decisionmaking of the day. I overlay this discussion with Foucauldian points of clarification as
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necessary; Foucault has been well-established as my primary theoretical resource for this
thesis and I turn to his ideas to explore the subtleties of certain factors to support my
use of these supplementary theories to analyse the archive of the day.
At the conclusion of this chapter I situate the object of the Middle School within
frameworks of support and resistance, which determine the ways in which it could be
spoken about as a result of the events on this day. At the professional development day,
staff provided feedback on the models and their impacts for SEC, and this provided a
rich collection of data to further identify general sentiments of support, resistance and
concern. From this data I identified particular instances of resistance and debate that
occurred throughout the day. Some who were resistant demonstrated a positional shift
as a result of the day, while others remained firmly opposed to various aspects of the
initiative. I describe particular dialogue I had with certain staff on the day, and part of
this discussion will focus on the assistant principal’s ‘car park conversations’ with a
distinctly resistant group of staff at the conclusion of the day. Finally, I will signal the
next stage of the development, when the principal invites a group of staff to volunteer to
join the teaching team for the Middle School that will be in operation in the following
year.

6.1 Consensus Day
Setting the Scene
The staff development day became a condition of possibility for the initiative. It was a
day that the investigative teams, the assistant principal and myself had been working
toward, and the nature of its decision-making purpose meant that it became a necessary
step in the choice of the model. Due to previously established conditions, such at the
executive focus on ‘consultation’, the introduction of the initiative to the whole staff at
an earlier staff meeting, and the existence of the middle school committee, the future of
the Middle School could only be moved forward through ‘visible’ staff involvement. The
day itself became a boundary for the space constituted by these conditions, and the
resulting object that was chosen by staff would be just one contingent possibility for this
232

space. Whether all staff agreed with the chosen model or not, the process of decisionmaking for the initiative relied upon the existence of this day as a critical element in the
ongoing possibility of the Middle School.
All staff on the day were invested in some way with regard to the outcome of the
process. The principal, the assistant principal and myself were highly invested in a
positive outcome as we had made the most public and visible declarations of support.
The assistant principal and I had spent many late nights online preparing for the day and
we shared privately that we preferred to see one of the more radical models chosen, that
would represent an obvious and dramatic change for the school. I was highly invested in
the ideals and pedagogy of the integrated curriculum, while the assistant principal saw
potential in a few of the models where integration could be introduced, either fully or
within selected subjects. The principal was not publicly committed to any model in
particular, and although she stated later during interview that she “had no fixed ideas
about the curriculum”, she was still of the belief that “an integrated, student-led, learning
environment would be ideal [at SEC]” (interview, Sept. 2005).
Coordinators came from different positions of support, although some, such as the
HSIE coordinator, felt a keen sense of anticipation for the day. He confirmed this when
he identified his perception that, by the time “the PD day rolled along, it was quite
exciting – everyone was on the same page of the book, I think. [Or at least] enough
people to make it meaningful” (interview, Mar. 2005). Committee members were also
invested in the process and outcome of this day. Not only would they be presenting
parts of the day, most had made at least some input into the development of the models
(certain staff more than others). Although several were apprehensive or even critical of
the process, none wanted to appear “like an idiot who doesn’t know what I’m talking
about” (research journal, Sept. 2003) and all invested time and subjectivity into
understanding their model. Amongst the broader staff, as previously identified, there
were varying degrees of support or interest for the project. However, as they were all
required to attend on the day and make their way to a venue outside of the school, as
well as cast votes for the models they most agreed with, all were positioned to make, at
the very minimum, an investment of time.
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The process of the day had been planned as highly structured and strategic, leading
towards the selection of the model as the climax of events. Certain actions had been
selectively chosen to build a favourable approach and the process necessitated that a
decision would be reached as the outcome of the day. It would not conclude without staff
deciding upon “the model we can most live with” (assistant principal, research journal
Sept. 2003), a statement that simultaneously reflected the assuredness that the object
would become concrete, as well as the acknowledgement that not all staff would be
happy with the choice through the use of the term ‘most’. However, the day was
organised as a visible statement to all staff that they did, in fact, have a say in the
decisions and the model chosen would be “a result of a consultative process with staff”
(principal interview Sept. 2005). The intended message of the day was that staff would
chose the model that would become the Middle School at SEC, thereby attempting to
address earlier criticism about a lack of consultation with regard to change at the school.
The venue for the day was also strategically chosen. It was a religious retreat in a semirural location, within a thirty minute drive from the school, and was known for the calm
serenity of the religious order that ran it and the beauty of its physical location. It was
intentionally away from the school, which had the potential to remove staff from any
previous patterns and associations of negativity, while the specific location aimed to
foster a sense of wellbeing and clarity with regard to the decision (assistant principal,
research journal Sept. 2003).
The final piece of the strategic jigsaw that was constructed prior to the day was the
inclusion of a guest speaker, an “expert in the field” of middle schooling, to officiate
over the day (research journal, Sept. 2003). This expert became a freelance consultant on
the project at SEC through the invitation of the executive. He had previously advised the
assistant principal on the different models that could be considered, sending him detailed
descriptions of how they had been implemented in other school settings. The expert had
also provided instructions for the Expert Jigsaw, which was to be used as the key
decision-making process for the day, and had been designed in such a way as to enhance
a notion of collaboration and agency in the decision. His inclusion on the agenda served
two key purposes: first, he was introduced by the principal as an ‘expert’ (and therefore
authority) on middle schooling; and second, he provided distance for the executive from
both the process and decisions that would be reached on the day. Referring to a
different place and time, Rose (1993) describes the situation of 19th century historical
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rule, where, drawing attention to the function of an expert in the positioning of truth
and enacting political rule and governance. He argues,
The truth claims of expertise were highly significant here: through the
powers of truth, distant events and persons could be governed ‘at arms
length’: political rule would not itself set out the norms of individual
conduct, but would install and empower a variety of ‘professionals’ who
would, investing them with authority to act as experts in the devices of
social rule. (p. 285)

While acknowledging the differences, Rose’s (1993) historical analysis picks up on the
truth claims of the expert to provide ‘arms length’ from the actions of governance. In
the case of SEC, the expert was included on the day to add credibility and authenticity to
the initiative and was presented to the staff as an authority on the benefits and necessity
of middle schooling for adolescent learners. He was an alternative voice to those that
had been prominent in the school context and his presence on the day, and the
information he presented, made it more difficult for staff to dismiss the initiative as just
a “whim” (The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper, 2003) or a “5minute-wonder” (principal interview, Sept. 2005).

Before	
  the	
  Day	
  
Prior to the professional development day the assistant principal prepared and
distributed two versions of the Draft Program. The first of these was for the members
of the middle school committee and the second was a summarised version, given to the
whole staff in the week before. Both documents outlined the structured process of
planned events as well as including some persuasive material to consider. However, the
draft program for the committee was a much more detailed and explanatory document
of five pages in length, while the program for staff was a single page with a list of times
and sessions and a map for getting to the venue on the back. The staff program was also
printed on bright yellow paper, conveying a sense of happy optimism, with the result
that it stood out amongst the usual standard white paperwork distributed to staff. The
program contained simple, organisational instructions about the sessions and very
specific directives which were divided into “Before Monday” and “On Monday”. These
included such closed instructional items as, “Please read ‘The Case for Middle School
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Reform’ left in your pigeon holes” and “bring the document” on the day, as well as
“please be punctual” and “bring a pen”.
The program for committee members had clearly arisen from this same series that was
produced by the assistant principal that had included the discussion papers and research
workbook. The document used the same banner title and image, the same quote from
the strategic plan and the same font and overall layout. It also identified the assistant
principal as author and was titled “Draft Program for August 2003: Middle School
Committee”. Due to the familiarity of its cover, committee members could recognise it
as one of the formal documents of the investigation and were able to position it within
this framework. The contents included the details for each session, describing the actions
of key players and specific directives for committee members regarding the sessions they
would lead. This document was instructional, directed and contained. Through it, the
assistant principal attempted to control what potentially had the chance to be an
uncontrolled process. In fact, the impossibility of being able to control all events was
played out even before we arrived at the venue, with unpredicted results and
consequences. My research journal notes about the day were titled “Day in the Dark”,
and I will use that title for the next section of the thesis.

Day in the Dark
The region had been hit with a dramatic storm on the night before the professional
development day. In the morning, the road to the venue was littered with broken
branches and debris, making the drive hazardous. This caused some staff to feel very
anxious before the day even began, with one stating that it was an “omen for the stormy
day to come” (research journal, Sept. 2003). These conditions eroded some of the
feelings of goodwill hoped for by those in charge, although it also created a feeling of
adventure and some humour for those who chose to look at it that way. We arrived at
the venue to find that the promised “coffee and tea on arrival” from the draft program
was not possible because of a lack of power at the site. Some staff had come from
homes that also had lost electricity due to the storm, and several of them expressed their
distress about this situation. Others expressed satisfaction with the offered muffins and
cookies and the primary topics of conversation amongst staff that morning were
experiences of the storm and the darkness of the meal areas. At this stage of the day, the
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only people who were discussing the agenda, the purpose of the day, or middle
schooling, were the expert, the assistant principal and committee members. The assistant
principal was also attempting to find a solution to the lack of electricity, musing at one
point, “I wonder if we could all gather around my laptop?” (research journal, Sept.
2003).
As a result of the lack of electrical power, the assistant principal’s well-established
reliance on technology was not possible. We had all become accustomed to the ‘shows’
that were usually staged by him when presenting to any audience and so the lack of
technological support was particularly striking. All presentations on the day were
delivered in the dark, with no slide shows, no microphone, no images to project. The
data that had been planned for presentation through the morning could only be
disseminated by reading parts to the group, and even this was limited as there was no
way to recharge the laptops that had arrived. The large meeting space was light enough,
but the lack of electricity created a greater atmosphere of intimacy as the audience
needed to move closer to the front of the room to hear and see the presenters. One
unanticipated effect of this situation was that the audience appeared more focused and
attentive than in previous meetings. There was no technology to distract or obfuscate
during the actual presentations and the messages needed to be delivered clearly,
engagingly and verbally by each speaker. The main speakers of the morning were the
assistant principal and the expert.

Prayers	
  of	
  Persuasion	
  
The proceedings of the day began with a series of prayers, which was the custom for all
meetings in this religious community. As in previous presentations about middle
schooling and the proposed initiative, these prayers were constructed in a particular way
to draw on other discourses and traditions in the context of the school. It was presented
to staff as a small booklet containing a series of prayers and readings that created
particular connections within the faith community and read to the staff by a small
number of randomly chosen audience members. As a common practice, the contents
included repeated reference to the teachings of St Benedict and even called upon our
duty to “God ... the Maker”, the highest of powers in a Christian community, and one
that was almost impossible to contest in this setting. The chosen texts all supported the
need for change to achieve ‘better outcomes for students’ and set a context for the day’s
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decisions. The opening reflection was a call to action for staff and a reminder of our
responsibilities as educators.
We’re coming together today, seeking the gift of discernment for our
community. We come to consider and reflect the vision of our school as a
Catholic community. We come here as a group with a love of and a
commitment to learning, entrusted with the traditions of the school which
are steeped in the values of ... the rule of St Benedict. As stewards of [this
school], we are chartered to turn our practical curriculum into the will of
God ... to bring the children entrusted to us to their true purpose, according
to the will of the Maker. (Opening Prayer, SEC Professional Development
Day, Aug. 2003)

This text draws upon several key discourses and foundations within the school context.
Its reading set the context of the day within the traditions of the school, as a “Catholic
community” and connected staff to the accepted foundational narrative in the “rule of St
Benedict”. It also made a very direct link to the ‘better outcomes for students’ discourse
by first, placing staff at the forefront of students’ care because they were “entrusted to
us”, and secondly, reminding us that our goal as educators should be help all students
reach “their true purpose”. The text also appealed to the ultimate sovereign, God. This
reference created a distance between the actions of any individuals in the school context
and the proposed initiative, by stating that “our practical curriculum” needed to become
“the will of God” and that it was, indeed, “the will of the Maker” that was driving this
change.
The prayer also made a reference to the inclusion of staff in the decision-making
process. In one part, it stated, “As a community, it is important to have dialogue and
deliberation”, which led into the inclusion of a quote from the rule of St Benedict about
decision-making process in a religious community. This was an extract that had been
used during previous change processes at the school and staff were familiar with the text
and the ways in which it had been previously applied.
As often as anything important is to be done in the monastery, the prioress
or abbott shall call the whole community together and explain what the
business is; and after hearing the advice of the members, let them ponder it
and follow what they judge the wiser course. ... The community members,
for their part, are to express their opinions with all humility, and not
presume to defend their own views obstinately.
238

The rule was separated into two parts: the actions of the leader and the expected actions
of the community. In this foundational text, the leader, the “prioress or abbot”, had
obligations when considering “important” matters in the monastery. They are to call
together the community for the purpose of communicating the “business” and hearing
community ideas about an issue to be resolved. Community members were invited to
express their opinions humbly and carefully, as defending a view “obstinately” was a
negative action and presumption. This promoted the idea that approaching the initiative
in a negative manner would be counter to the directives contained in the rule. Staff at
SEC were expected to align themselves with the ‘correct’ course of action as promoted
in this traditional text and assist the leaders in making an appropriate and “wise”
decision. However, it was still made very clear through the use of this text that the final
decision would be made by the leader of the community, depending on what they ‘judge
best’.
The final prayer in the booklet acknowledged, and attempted to reframe, previously held
negative attitudes about the initiative. The introduction to this prayer prompted us to,
“humbly pray to God to be with us on this journey that poses a new challenge in our
lives and the way we teach and interact with our students and peers”. The prayer then
called for staff to “care” and have “hope” for the future to come.
God of our lives
you are always calling us
to follow you into the future,
inviting us to new ventures, new challenges,
new ways to care ...
When we get tired,
or feel disappointed with the way things are going,
remind us that you can bring change and hope
out of the most difficult situations.

This prayer utilised positive language connected to the previously referenced discourse
of ‘moving into the 21st century’, introduced by the principal when she first presented
the initiative to staff. This discourse was aligned with the broader discourse of ‘the future
of schooling’ that was an unavoidable discourse for all educators at that time. Framing
this future as being led by God, who was “calling us to follow”, further positioned the
Middle School at SEC as an essential and inevitable imperative for a community of
people dedicated to teaching, children, and God.
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The	
  Case	
  for	
  Middle	
  School	
  Reform	
  
A key purpose of the day was not only to decide on a model of middle schooling for
implementation, but to convince staff to support it and become involved. The first
session of the morning was a presentation by the assistant principal before he handed
over to ‘the expert’. In the draft program distributed to the committee, he had called his
part of the morning “The Story so Far...” (p. 2), which indicated that he would be
presenting a narrative, of sorts, to bring staff along on the middle schooling journey.
This use of narrative has a particularly persuasive function in social situations. Reissman
(2008) argues that individuals use narratives to “remember, argue, justify, persuade,
engage, entertain, and even mislead an audience” and, within groups, “Narratives do
political work” (p. 8). In this instance, the assistant principal drew upon the narrative
form to justify the move to middle schooling and to persuade his audience of the value
of the proposal. As this narrative was also about the ‘journey’ of the Middle School that
would be chosen on this day, the use of this strategy served to engage staff in the story
of its unfolding and to position them within a positive framework for its consideration.
As recognised by Reissman, “all storytelling ... involves persuading an audience that may
be sceptical” (p. 9) and the assistant principal had previously communicated his
awareness that he was addressing a potentially sceptical audience (informal discussion;
research journal). To this end, ‘The Story so Far’ functioned as means of ‘persuasive
conditioning’ for this group. Audience members were engaged by their inclusion in the
story of the object, which made them feel they were a part of the story of its unfolding
and future. This served to personalise the story, enhance an understanding of the object
and construct an identity for the Middle School and a space for its existence.
The assistant principal spent a substantial part of his narrative bringing the assembled
staff up to date with the developments in middle schooling. He described a timeline of
events and actions, beginning with early ideas amongst the executive and moving on to
the introduction of the initiative to the whole staff. He outlined the purpose of the
Middle School committee and promoted the involvement of committee members,
reminding staff that they had given up a great deal of their own time to investigate the
various models and prepare the material for the later sessions of the day. The assistant
principal then described how, through the research, it had become evident what the
Middle School would not be and assured staff that which ever model was chosen, it
would be “the model we can most live with” (research journal, Sept. 2003). He used
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inspirational and motivational language to create a positive framework within which to
position both the initiative and the day itself. Finally, he reminded staff of their
important role in the ongoing narrative through their involvement in the outcome of the
day’s proceedings and urged that the process be taken seriously and with an “open
heart”.
The assistant principal had previously requested that staff bring ‘The Case for Middle
School Reform’ document with them, which turned out to be a fortunate decision due to
the inability to use the slide show he had prepared to accompany his part of the day. He
was able to direct staff attention to particular parts of the document, building on earlier
presentations about the benefits of a middle schooling approach, and particularly
encouraged staff to consider all of the factors that impact on an adolescent girl and her
learning at SEC. The assistant principal drew primarily on the discourse of ‘better
outcomes for students’ to promote the initiative and made reference to positive
outcomes of the approach in other contexts. Contained in the document were ‘exercises’
that invited staff to imagine particular types of students and consider what motivates
them, what engages them and compare these factors for students in Year Seven, Year
Nine and Year Eleven. He went through this as a visionary exercise to direct staff to
recognise the changing patterns of adolescent needs throughout the high school years.
He briefly outlined the structure of the day, including the ‘Expert Jigsaw’, although
primarily from an organisational perspective because, he explained, he would now be
handing over to “an expert”, who would be going through the rationale and procedure
in much more detail and facilitating the decision-making process throughout the day
(research journal, Sept. 2003).

The Expert
Foucault (1972) argues that statements of knowledge and/or truth can only exist under
certain conditions within discursive formations. Particular rules, or “a complex group of
relations that function as a rule” (p. 74), come into play in ways that allow some things to
be sayable as true and legitimate. Foucault refers to this situation as one that is made
meaningful to a specific group through an immersion in,

241

[t]he system of rules that must be put into operation if such and such an
object is to be transformed, such and such a new enumeration to appear,
such and such a concept to be developed … and such and such a strategy to
be modified. (p. 74)

In the context of SEC, rules had been developed over time which meant that credible,
authoritative and accepted statements about middle schooling and change could only be
made by certain individuals and could only be about particular topics. These rules had
formed through the relations that existed between the surfaces, discourses, objects,
subjects and practices particular to this site. In order to be positioned as representing
‘truth’, I have identified five particular rules to which the implementation of change and
the future of the object were subject. For statements about middle schooling to be
considered ‘valid’, they needed to be:
1. made by those who had the power/authority to enact whole school change (i.e.
the sovereigns);
2. derived from experts, or those with expert knowledge;
3. connected with accepted discourses in both the school and broader educational
context;
4. ‘nested’ within the conditions and contingencies of possibility; and
5. constrained by possibilities that could exist in the actual physical spaces of the
school.
Statements that stood outside of these parameters were, as a result, ‘invalid’ in this
context and not considered ‘serious’ statements for the future of middle schooling at
SEC. Those which held “the authority of truth” and came from “experts … who can
speak and enact truth” (Rose, 1993 p. 293) were acknowledged as statements of
possibility and, as such, positioned with greater status in the hierarchy of statements that
could be made.
According to these rules, it was not possible for certain members of staff to make
statements that would be considered ‘legitimate’ for the development of the middle
school. However, statements made by those who represented authority in the order of
governmental hierarchy were accorded higher status and ‘believability’ in the system of
statements that were made. Until this point in the development of the initiative, the
majority of public statements about both the discourse and the object had been made by
the principal and assistant principal. Together and individually, they had introduced
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engagement as a problem in the middle years, established the foundations on which
changes would be made, connected the discourse of middle schooling with other,
established discourses in the school context and made the Middle School visible as an
object of future potential at SEC. They occupied positions of governmental status in the
school, positions that were authorised to speak of, and enact, change. Regardless of any
personal feeling about these two individuals, staff had been conditioned to accept that
their sovereign roles were accorded the power to make key decisions and initiate
substantial changes in the school context.
The assistant principal had occupied the position of ‘expert’ on middle schooling
amongst the school staff to this point, not only due to his status but also as a result of
his well-established and promoted knowledge of the discourse. His statements were
considered legitimate on two grounds – he was both expert and sovereign. However, he
did not have two key assets. Firstly, he was not external to the site of SEC and remained
a familiar and frequently heard voice (that held other associations for certain staff).
Secondly, he had not published his knowledge in the broader educational field and, as a
result, his expert status had not been validated by any source outside of the school.
Although the assistant principal had generated a great deal of data and had driven the
project to this point, he was viewed with scepticism and even suspicion by some staff,
and his motivations were the subject of critical conversations amongst certain groups. As
previously discussed (in Chapter 2), he had recognised authority due to his sovereign
status and intellectual credibility. However, ‘knowledge’ authored or presented by him in
this context was often subject to parochial critique and readily dismissed by a vocal
group of staff, particularly those strongly aligned with the discourse of tradition.
Amongst the staff of SEC, he was subject to what Rose (1993) would identify as “the
specific dialectic of hope and suspicion ... attached to experts and their truths” (p. 295).
In order to further the initiative and bring it to the point of implementation, the
executive made the decision to introduce an outsider to provide greater authority and
‘truth’ to the introduction of middle schooling in the school context. The statements that
had been made so far about the initiative had been through the voices of the executive,
the committee and other school-based individuals. Introducing an ‘expert’ into the
dialogic exchange took the considerations of possibility outside the realm of the known,
familiar and more easily dismissed, and into that of substantiated, credible and external
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statements of ‘fact’. The position of expert functioned primarily as a persuasive element
to support the implementation of change and the inclusion of the expert became a
strategy for deploying one stance (change) against another (the status quo). In this way,
the introduction of the expert became a contingency for the specific nature of the
development of the Middle School at SEC and its broader acceptance amongst the
school staff.
During his presentation to staff, the assistant principal introduced and highlighted the
value of the expert as a key player in the day. He promoted him as an authority on
middle schooling and a highly sought after and published consultant in the field. The
assistant principal pointed out that the expert had facilitated the process of implementing
middle schooling with many other schools throughout Australia. This was a highly
strategic statement as it framed the guest speaker as highly credible authority to speak
about both middle schooling and change.
Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) describe an expert as a socially constructed individual who
holds greater claims to truth due to either their deeper knowledge or experience. They
state that the position of expert is a privileged one, accorded status and power, and
“invested with the authority to provide a better representation of reality on the grounds
that this representation is the product of scientific research on the topic under debate”
(p. 208). In the discourse of middle schooling pedagogy in Australia, this expert was an
acknowledged authority on the reality of implementing a middle school. His truth was
deemed more ‘scientific’ due to its external positioning and his authority held greater
status than that of the previous expert, the assistant principal. As a result of this
expertise, staff expected that he would know more about the initiative and its
implementation than had been presented by others, and direct the decisions made on the
day as, “the experts’ utterances themselves will carry some kind of recommendation,
some kind of assertion that a particular course of action is ‘best’ or ‘a good idea’” (van
Leeuwen, 2007 p. 95).
Foucault (1981) suggests that unequal access to discourses is maintained by groups of
“procedures” that function by controlling and delimiting discursive conditions, rules and
access within a discipline. He argues that these procedures ensure the “control of
discourses” by “determining the conditions of their application, of imposing a certain
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number of rules on the individuals who hold them, and thus of not permitting everyone
to have access to them” (p. 61). This idea contributes to an understanding of the process
by which an individual gains the status of expert and makes claims to understanding,
reinforcing and reproducing the ‘knowledge’ constituted by these discourses. Jørgensen
and Phillips (2002) further support this stance in their recognition that,
Everyone does not have equal access to all discourses. For instance,
television news reports often incorporate comments from non-journalists,
but some commentators are accorded ‘expert’ status and make statements
with authority that clearly embody truth-claims. Others are positioned as
‘ordinary people’, their comments framed as ‘opinions’, not truths. (p. 142)

During the course of his presentation, the expert made statements that reflected an
exclusive knowledge of the discourses of both change and middle schooling. He
represented specialist access to these discourses and reproduced his authority by making
continued reference to them through the use of specific examples and language.
The expert was promoted by both the principal and assistant principal as strongly
associated with these two areas of expertise: change processes and middle schooling. He
began his presentation of the morning with the first of these, change, by describing the
‘three modes of decision-making’ that had been undertaken at SEC in the development
of the middle school until this point. He made authoritative claims about this process
and his use of technical language in the naming of these ‘modes’ enhanced his position
as expert. It was clear he had access to information that we, the non-experts, did not
have and most of the staff appeared attentive to the authority he represented. They were
a well-conditioned audience, accustomed to the use of guest speakers since the arrival of
the new executive, and were respectful of the rights of a speaker to present. Any
resistance at this stage of the day was not visible as the expert described the need to
make a decision about the initiative of middle schooling at SEC. The second area of
expertise attributed to the guest speaker was that of middle schooling. This was the first
time many had heard the argument for middle schooling from an external source. From
his position of expertise, he broadened discussion of areas that had been introduced
previously and revisited the rationale for middle schooling that had been detailed by the
assistant principal in other meetings with the whole staff.

245

The	
  Authority	
  of	
  Conformity	
  
It was through highlighting the extensive and published experience of the expert that
“the authority of conformity” (van Leeuwen, 2007 p. 97) became an influential and key
determination for the decision of the day. This type of authority relies on an
understanding by participants that other players, particularly experts, believe in a similar
thing, are heading in the same direction, and have evidence to support the position that
is being promoted. Van Leeuwen posits that the authority of conformity is made
powerful through particular discourses, in which “the implicit message is, ‘Everybody
else is doing it, and so should you’ or ‘Most people are doing it, and so should you’” (p.
97). By referencing other schools, others contexts and other experiences, middle
schooling was promoted on the basis that ‘this is becoming increasingly common; we
should do it too; it’s the future direction of education’. A future Middle School at SEC
was presented as inevitable in the face of this conformity. The principal indicated the
influence of this conformity on her decision-making when she described the repetition
of its appearance in different educational forums. She stated that “Middle school had
been a concept I had read about in the 1990s” and then later, she had “attended
education conferences” where it had been a topic of presentation and “I heard people
like [the expert] talk about its benefits” (interview, Sept. 2005).
The authority of the expert provided the primary instance of credibility, which was
supported by the secondary authorities he drew on to establish his arguments. These
authorities were discourses with substantial standing in education and had become
‘truths’ through the repeatability of the statements made about young people in the
‘middle years’. The expert drew together these local and external discourses to constitute
what I have determined to be three particular ‘truths’ to justify the initiative for SEC:
adolescence as a ‘biological’ truth, transition as a ‘structural’ truth, and (dis)engagement
as a ‘pedagogical’ truth. He drew upon the discourses associated with these truths as a
form of “theoretical rationalisation”, which van Leeuwen (2007) explains as the process
where “legitimation is grounded, not in whether the action is morally justified or not, nor
in whether it is purposeful or effective, but in whether it is founded on some kind of
truth, on ‘the way things are’” (p. 103). Van Leeuwen states that these legitimations can
take one of three forms, the definition, the explanation or the prediction, and can be
either scientific or experiential in their rationalisation (p. 104). The three truths framing
the expert’s argument for middle schooling were presented as “the way things are” for
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young people in the years between childhood and early adulthood. Adolescence and
transition were presented as unavoidable realities (definition/explanation) and
(dis)engagement as a possible outcome of the mainstream schooling experience
(prediction). Much of this information was not new to staff, but hearing it from a
different voice provided an opening for new positions to be accommodated and
developed, moving the object closer to its eventual point of choice.
The expert spoke a great deal about his involvement as consultant with particular
Australian schools that had undertaken similar journeys. He named some of these which,
as high profile schools in the independent sector, further enhanced his authority as
expert and aligned SEC with schools that were considered to be progressive, exclusive
and focused on providing enhanced learning opportunities for their students. He
outlined their processes of change and the models of middle schooling adopted and
described some of the positive results the schools had identified since implementation.
The continued reference to these other schools and contexts established a pattern of
social practice that was influential in its repetition. He promoted the value of a similar
approach for SEC, particularly in pursuing the goal of ‘better outcomes for students’. He
spoke with a tone of certainty and authority about the initiative and the volume of
examples he mentioned indicated, for many staff who mentioned it later at morning tea,
a mastery of the topic and experience with its implementation which gave him
substantial credibility on the day (research journal, Sept. 2003). He also made use of
“high frequency modality” (van Leeuwen, 2007 p. 97) to promote particular ideas as
more favourable and successful, with statements such as “the majority of schools chose to
do it this way” and “many teachers spoke to me about ...” [italics mine] used to preface
the prevalence of certain practices and pedagogies.

Teams	
  of	
  Teachers	
  Working	
  Together	
  
Through the course of his presentation, the expert introduced a new condition of
possibility into the discursive framework: that of ‘teams of teachers working together’.
As a feature of middle schooling, this practice had been evident in externally published
material in the discursive field, however it had not formed any significant part of the
discourse at SEC to this point. The benefits of the initiative for staff, so far, had been
framed within the daily experience of the individual teacher. Any concerns about
teaching outside of subject areas had been addressed through the promise of support
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and assistance for individuals, with no mention of teaching teams forming a part of that
support. Whilst the descriptions of the possible models investigated by the committee
mentioned “inter-dependent teachers” as a feature of some models, this aspect was not a
prominent consideration when compared with the substantial change in pedagogy that
these models involved. Only the integrated curriculum model specifically recognised that
it would be comprised of “collaborative teams of teachers teaching across themes or
projects” (The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC: Discussion Paper, 2003 p. 13).
However, as the most extreme model and considered the least likely to be chosen, this
feature was not discussed at length by the assistant principal, the committee, or even the
members of that research team for that model (of which I was part).
As few staff outside of the committee had an extensive knowledge of the middle
schooling discourse or the object, the concept of ‘teaming’ had not been verbally
recognised as a likely feature of the future Middle School. However, an informal
personal report sent by the expert to the assistant principal prior to the professional
development day revealed that he took it to be a key feature of any model in which
middle schooling would occur. The communication made reference to “teaching teams”
in the first paragraph and the entire document was written with the expectation that
there would be a collaborative team of teachers in the Middle School and the first step
following the professional development day would be to “develop a ‘team teaching’
approach among Year 7 teachers” (expert, personal report to assistant principal, 2003).
The following excerpt from the document explains his position that,
The teacher unions and the Australian Curriculum Studies Association have
for some years been encouraging schools to explore the concept of ‘middle
schooling’ in terms of teams of teachers working together. This usually
means there is a substantially different culture in years 7 and 8. (expert,
personal report to assistant principal, 2003)

This statement (and indeed, the whole document) suggests that, at least from the expert’s
perspective, teacher teaming would be a fundamental element of the changes that the
Middle School would require.
In his presentation on the day, the expert described how staff would be working
together as teams to best cater for the students in the middle years, no matter what
model of middle schooling was implemented. This ‘teaming’ was promoted as a positive
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outcome that would enable staff to feel more professionally connected in the workplace
and potentially reduce their workload through the sharing of preparation and
responsibilities. This was linked to the idea of cultural change, with statements such as
“make no mistake about it, this will require a major shift in the culture amongst
teachers” and “the ways of working together will be significantly altered” (research
journal, Sept. 2003). These comments served to make it clear that a change in patterns of
collaboration would be unavoidable in the initiative and that teams of teachers working
together would be a condition for the future Middle School. This meant that any staff
who had thoughts of joining needed to be prepared to participate in this way of teaching.
Whilst many did not even know what this would specifically involve, those who spoke
were polarised in their reactions: some spoke strongly against it, and others spoke of the
benefits. Those against made statements such as, “I’m not changing my way of teaching
just for some new idea” and “what if it’s a bad team?” (research journal, Sept. 2003).
Some, especially newer or younger teachers, expressed the value of such collegial
support in improving their teaching practice and experience, evident in such statements
as, “I’d love to be in a team with [a particular staff member], he’s so good with the hard
kids” (research journal, Sept. 2003). Some longer standing staff also spoke, on the day
and in the weeks to follow, of their willingness to be involved, to be a part of a
collaborative team and to be involved with the initiative.
For teaming to be included as a part of the future Middle School, changes in the
administrative and pedagogical structures of the school would be required. Alongside
timetables, classes and rooming, ‘teaming’ also required a different approach to the
organisation of teaching groups and opportunities for collaboration. In order to
effectively work as a team, time for meetings and ways to share ideas and resources
would need to be built into the structure of the Middle School. The expert spoke of the
need for allocated meeting times (at other schools, he described them as either included
in the structure of the day or requiring a significant commitment of time out of school).
He advocated the use of technology to share resources and opportunities to discuss the
needs of particular students that a team might share. In his earlier report to the assistant
principal he spoke of designated seating in staff rooms for teams working together “in
their own ‘faculty area’ to develop student learning in a way that is flexible, integrated
and coherent” (expert, personal report to assistant principal, 2003). For any of the
models outlined in his report, he claimed the benefit of teaming as one in which,
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The teachers work together to cater for the needs of the students in their
cohort ... They cooperate with each other in their planning, creating links
where possible across the different areas of the curriculum. They work
together to motivate or socialise particular students that they all teach.
(expert, personal report to assistant principal, 2003)

Terms such as “cooperate” and “motivate” were presented as favourable effects for
teachers to achieve, while the possibilities of “creating links across the curriculum” and
to “socialise particular students” provided goals which would be the future benefit of the
middle schooling approach. In his interview with me, the assistant principal commented
that he knew these structural changes would entail “challenging traditional industrial
structures about learning, of locked in period times and discrete subject experts and all
that” (assistant principal interview, Aug. 2008). However, he was firmly of the opinion
that it would be good for the school and the students and would go ahead, regardless.
Teacher teaming was an innovation in the culture of SEC. Prior to the introduction of
middle schooling, isolated collaborations did occur between particular staff, either within
their own faculties or across faculties for particular projects. Staff who were in part-time
or job-share arrangements had especially experienced some of these ideas of sharing and
communication. However, this condition caused particular anxiety for certain staff as it
represented a threat to tradition and other deeply held cultural securities (this was
reflected in later documented and informal comments on the day). As teaching in
general, and at SEC in particular, had developed along the traditional lines of the solitary
expert in the classroom in control of their domain, many, especially long-standing staff,
perceived any change to that system (and intrusion into their sacred classroom space) as
a threat to their professionalism and autonomy. Sharing spaces and students at the same
time was regarded as “challenging” and “difficult” (research journal, Sept. 2003). To be
open to ‘sharing’ became synonymous with being open to being “judged”, and a number
of staff expressed a great unwillingness to be placed into that situation. As this initiative
was occurring prior to the widespread introduction of teacher accreditation, which was a
newly emerging practice in 2003, none but the newest of teachers had ever needed to
have their actions open to the observation, judgement and scrutiny of others. While
neither the expert nor other proponents of middle schooling suggested that teacher
teaming would lead to this scrutiny and judgement, the comments made by those who
resisted the idea reflected their fears about these very aspects.
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One area of particular concern for many teachers was the idea of having choice in
working closely with others and the allocation of teams. On the day, and during later
discussions, the ability to choose who to work with became a point of discussion and
contention. While staff were generally, and often specifically, supportive of one another
in a professional context, many held the concern that they would be sharing with
teachers whose skills were inferior to their own and that they would be “stuck with all
the work” in an ineffective partnership or team (research journal, Sept. 2003). Further
statements made on the day such as “well, I definitely won’t be involved if I have to share
my classroom with someone else” and “what if you get a terrible partner?” reflected the
concerns felt by some staff about this ‘new’ condition for the future Middle School.
Many of the individuals who voiced these concerns had already removed themselves
from involvement in the initiative prior to the day, claiming that, “Middle School won’t
be for me”, and these newly introduced possibilities further cemented their decisions
(research journal, Sept. 2003).

6.2 The Wave Breaks (the chosen object)
The Process of Decision Making
Following the whole staff address by the expert and the assistant principal, staff were
allocated to one of six groups for the ‘Expert Jigsaw’ process. Each group was made up
of about ten to twelve teachers who were led by the three or four members of the
committee who had investigated each model. These group facilitators from the
committee had been given very specific instructions by the assistant principal through
the draft program distributed prior to the day. They were required to:
a) Provide a context for the research (aims and processes).
b) Share the findings of the research in detail.
c) Handout a summary of the research, using the Workbook Structure.
(Draft Program for August 2003: Middle School Committee p. 2)

The assistant principal had carefully arranged the day in an effort to ensure that the
process was seen to be public, transparent and visible.
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In this part of the day, the document instructed committee members that, “the process
should steer well clear of recommendations and votes for and against” (p. 2), as this
could pre-empt later decisions and subvert the carefully controlled process that had been
planned. They were told, “The Middle School committee members should work to
ensure the dynamic in the group remains positive and open minded. The aim of the
group is to inform, rather than to evaluate and compare” (p. 2). This first session of the
‘Expert Jigsaw’ was clearly intended to be an information sharing activity, with
committee members required to contain their personal feelings about the model and
maintain a neutral approach while sharing detailed findings of their research. For team
members who had expressed considerable resistance to either the initiative or the
specific model, this would be a difficult action. Containing desired preferences would
also be challenging; for example, I was a member of the team presenting to the group
for the Integrated Curriculum, a model in which I had great interest and investment.
Each group spent about forty-five minutes conveying the details of their model. This
extended time frame was intended to enable the members in each group to thoroughly
understand their model, as they would be teaching their knowledge of that model to
another group in the following session. The staff were encouraged to ask questions for
clarification, but not feasibility, and take notes if it would help them for their later
presentation in the following session. Committee members had been directed to regulate
and discourage any evaluative comments or questions, although this became very
difficult in practice. For example, in my group, the Integrated Curriculum, there were
extreme reactions from not only group members, but one of my co-facilitators as well.
This coordinator had been a vocal detractor of the model throughout the investigative
process and had failed to attend many of the meetings held with the rest of the team.
Throughout the presentation, he made comments as to how it would not work with his
subject and expressed his apprehension that this model would not allow “any subject to
go to the depth it needs” (research journal, Sep. 2003) when integrated with others. His
negativity for the model meant that I felt the need to exaggerate the benefits in order to
offer a more balanced view of it as a feasible option.
In the middle session of the day, groups were redistributed, with one of the new ‘experts’
from each model placed into a new group of six (one person for each model) to explain
their understanding of the model to the others who had been ‘trained’ in each of the
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other possibilities (thus, the ‘Expert Jigsaw’ title). Committee members were not
assigned to any groups, but moved throughout the meeting space to assist with any
understanding of the models or the process. The feedback time for each model was
limited, to try and prevent what the assistant principal described as, “the big talkers
dominating the whole session” (research journal, Sep. 2003), and a bell was used to
indicate that the group must move onto hearing about the next model. The instructions
for the day stated that, “no recommendation or judgement will be made until all of the
models have been presented” (p. 3), although informal observation and feedback from
many of the groups reflected that many judgements were made and many
recommendations offered at all stages of the process.
After all of the models had been introduced and there had been an opportunity for
questions of clarification, the members of each group were given a ‘consensus card’ on
which to rate their acceptance of each model, from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly
Agree’. The card was a bright yellow piece of A4 paper with the title “Middle School
Models”, a list of the proposed models and a summary of each, with the instructions at
the top of the card requesting staff to consider the ‘needs’ of SEC in their decision,
“[u]sing the information and insights you gained from the sessions today”. Following
this vote, it was time for lunch, which enabled the expert and the assistant principal to
review the voting sheets and identify patterns within the staff choices. This time also
provided opportunities for staff to discuss the process and the models, with one another
(as overheard amongst different groups) and with particular committee members to
determine their ‘inside knowledge’ about the decision that was about to be revealed.

Conversations	
  and	
  Mutterings	
  	
  
It was during the breaks in the day that some of the more apparent conversations of
protection and resistance were held amongst staff. I overheard several of these, however,
I was directly engaged on two occasions by staff who positioned me as an ‘insider’
amongst the executive, with access to particular, privileged information, and an ‘insider’
to tradition, who would be compelled by my alliance with these staff to reveal what I
knew. On the first occasion, during the morning tea break, I was standing with a group
of long-standing staff who were expressing highly critical opinions of the initiative.
These were not directed toward me in particular, and did not seem too moderated by the
fact that I was co-chair of the committee investigating this change and implementing this
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day. Instead I was addressed in a way that suggested I was viewed as one of ‘us’, a
discursive insider (in relation to tradition), rather than one of ‘them’, the executive, who
were clearly not accepted within this small group of teachers. The comments they made
reflected a level of disrespect for the key players (“who do they even think they are,
anyway?”) and the principal’s motivations for change (“it’s all just wham, bam, change
here, change there, and then she’ll be on her way”) (research journal, Sept. 2003). The
teachers attacked the pedagogical foundations of the proposal, the structure of all of the
models, and promoted the status quo “so we don’t keep wasting all of this time” in
“pondering the universe, yet again” (research journal, Sept. 2003). They even began
comments with phrases such as “I’ll tell you what works …”, when explaining their
strong support for existing practices and why this change was not necessary, or, “they’ve
never asked me, I’ve been teaching these kids for twenty years”, to establish their
authority about students at SEC. As I was so involved in the development of the Middle
School and was, in a way, representing a sovereign position, I felt compelled to defend
the object against these attacks. I did not have strategy on my mind when I responded,
although in my positive support for the initiative, I was providing a different voice of
affirmation, one coming from ‘within’. Of course I did not change their stance on this
day, but my alternative position was not dismissed outright due to my status as ‘insider’
in the discourse of tradition.
In the second situation, I was this time sitting beside a sceptic for the lunchtime meal.
This particular teacher had asked many questions through the day about the process, the
models, and the impacts on teachers and had voiced many of the common concerns
amongst the general staff. She was not necessarily critical of the proposal, but her
repeated questions indicated that she was not ready to accept it until she had explored
every aspect of what it might entail. She continued to ask me questions over lunch, in
particular asking about the schools we had visited and what they were “really like?”,
wanting a description that challenged the highly complimentary and perfected
description that had been presented so far. In addition to her recognition of my access to
privileged, sovereign information, this sceptic also seemed to position me as aligned with
tradition and nostalgia. She appealed to my solidarity on several occasions to ask me
about the ‘underlying’ motivations behind the change, and entreated me to
‘confidentially’ reveal undisclosed information based on my experience of working
closely with the assistant principal on the committee. She asked, “You can tell me, what
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are they really going to do with this?” and “Which one does [the assistant principal]
want? I’m sure they’ve made their decision already” in an attempt to have me ‘reveal’
some underlying truth about the sovereigns and the initiative. In this scenario, I did not
feel that I had so much to defend the proposal, as deflect her probing inquiry. While I
did have some answers to certain questions she asked, I did not want to jeopardise my
own fledgling start in leadership by revealing information that was not mine to share.
This conversation was similar to several others of this nature, which had occurred prior
to the day and continued in the weeks to follow.

A	
  Decision	
  
After lunch, it was time to make a decision. The consensus cards were redistributed
amongst the whole group, so no staff member had their own card, and the votes for
each model were recorded through a simple ‘hand-up’ tally. This collective tally was then
compiled by two pre-selected staff who were neither committee members nor had
previously expressed strong opinions about the initiative. Although the assistant
principal did not make any reference to the selection of these staff for this role, they
appeared as neutral and somewhat independent ‘record-keepers’ for the task. Through
this process it became clear that models which were positioned at either extreme in the
proposal were not widely supported and would not occupy the space created for the
object of the Middle School. The Integrated Curriculum received few votes in the
‘strongly agree/agree’ scale, and many in the ‘disagree/strongly disagree’ side of the tally
(much to my disappointment). Additionally, apart from a significant level of support for
the Status Quo, the more conservative models were also not highly favoured, receiving
fewer supportive votes overall than those that would represent an identifiable change in
pedagogy and practice.
The next stage of the process involved the expert pointing out a “pattern of agreement”
(p. 3) for the whole staff. This data could have just as easily been interpreted and
presented by the assistant principal. However, engaging the expert to speak of these
patterns meant that the process and the eventual choice of model created a separation
between the decision and any actions on the part of the executive. This distancing effect
added to the credibility and authority of the selection of the model, as the Middle School
could be positioned as a choice that came from the staff, in association with the expert,
with little input from the principal or assistant principal (on this day at least). This did
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not mean that staff ‘forgot’ the role of the executive in leading this change, but it created
an impression that their influence was minimised in this situation.
This discussion of the pattern of agreement became the final step in the decision-making
process of the day. The expert made comments as the results were tallied, from neutral
statements such as “mmm .. yes, I can see a pattern here” and other non-specific
utterances, to comments that expressed his feelings about the patterns, such as “ooh, yes
… this is looking interesting” and “well, that’s what I hoped we’d see” (research journal,
Sept. 2003). He described models as they were introduced, again naming specific schools
that had something similar in operation, and pointed out the positive aspects of each,
particularly those that represented a significant shift from current practices at SEC at the
time. He drew the assistant principal and principal into the dialogue on several
occasions, although this was mostly in the form of asking for their affirmation on points
he had made, rather than requesting any information or opinions. At the conclusion of
the discussion, based on the patterns he had been describing, the expert then named the
model chosen to be the Middle School at SEC: Model 4: Academies (Version 2). The
principal stated later that she believed “it [was] the right choice because it was a result of
a consultative process with staff” (interview, Sept. 2005).
This model had been described in several documents that had been distributed amongst
the committee and the general staff prior to, and on the day. It was described in the
following way:

Model	
  4:	
  Academies	
  (Version	
  2)	
  

Features
1.
Discrete subjects and disciplines, or the opportunity for crossover
2.
Inter-dependent teachers
3.
One teacher for a broad range of subjects (true Home Room)
4.
Team work between teachers of each academy
5.
Separate leadership for curriculum in Years 7 & 8
6.
Curriculum modelled on any one of a continuum of integrated
approaches
Description
Divide Year 7 (and Year 8) into three or four academies and cycle the timetable
around these groups, so that the same academy of students has the same teachers
through a majority of their subjects.
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Each homeroom teacher may have their homeroom for a range of three or four
subjects: English, Maths, HSIE, Religion. Students would then follow a
traditional timetable (within their academy) for their other subjects.
This model also shared a similarity with the model in place for the gifted class that had
been running since the beginning of that year, and almost all of these pedagogical
statements could be applied to that group. They had one teacher (the Mathematics
coordinator) who was their ‘homeroom’ teacher and also taught them for English, Maths
and Religion. They experienced a high degree of integration across these three subjects
and they took on a number of project-based tasks and activities. The results of this class
and their project work had been communicated to staff through the year at staff
meetings and other forums by the Mathematics coordinator as evidence of the success
of her (separate, though related) initiative and to promote the creative work of this gifted
group of girls. These presentations had been received positively by staff and, as an
isolated ‘experiment’, it had been positioned favourably as an example of how a
particular kind of schooling could operate. As the investigations around middle
schooling had continued to gain momentum during that year, and as the Mathematics
coordinator was also on the Middle School committee, the connection between the
gifted class and models for middle schooling became an identifiable relation. Some
participants on the day even commented on the similarity between the two, stating “it
seems just like [Mathematics coordinator]’s class” and making claims that “they were just
using [Mathematics coordinator]’s class to see if it would work” or the more cynical
comments that “they knew this was the model they wanted – they should have just told
us” (research journal, Sept. 2003).

Patterns of Agreement
Now that the decision had been made, staff had the opportunity to respond to the
choice. In smaller groups, committee members became facilitators to “record
observations about the pattern of agreement (or disagreement)” and invite staff to
“respond to the ... stimulus questions” to “have their responses recorded for the benefit
of the future work of the Middle School Committee and the Executive” (pp. 3-4). This
was to be the point of the day where staff had the structured opportunity to share any
negative feelings and reactions, although it was planned for the conclusion of events
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with only a limited time dedicated to what the assistant principal described as “a
potential whinge-fest” (research journal, Sept. 2003). These questions (p. 4) were,
What questions would we still like answered?
What areas would we like to be further consulted on?
What opportunities do we see for us that weren’t apparent before, or do not
exist in the status quo?
What potential hurdles may we need to overcome?
What will we (the staff involved) require for this development to proceed?
Time
Professional Development
Resources

The responses on the day were recorded by each team and typed and collated by
administration staff in a report back at the school in the following days (Middle School
Feedback Report, Sept. 2003). This generated a large volume of text, and I have mapped
several key themes in this data, which will be discussed in detail later in this section.
These themes provide evidence of the patterns of agreement amongst staff, although not
all of this agreement was in the affirmative. Many responses were in agreement against
some of the proposed changes, models and time-frames and reinforced many of the
resistant statements that had been expressed in previous contexts. Until this point,
resistance by general staff had been primarily characterised by ‘mutterings’ and other
practices at the edges of the discourse and committing statements to recorded, concrete
form became a more tangible act of resistance for many.
However, not all resistance was outright rejection and there were layers of resistance
evident in the responses. Revisiting Foucault’s (1997) concept of the power in resistance
would be useful to explain this situation, as an oppositional ‘game’ of sorts, played out
by those with less power in the decision making process (pp. 297-299). For example,
some responses selected certain elements of the proposal to resist (such as the
integration of teaching subjects) while supporting, or even redefining, others (such as the
inclusion of projects that crossed the boundaries of different KLAs). Sometimes, a
response would agree with a particular model, but not the timeframe for
implementation, and would qualify support on the contingency that it be introduced
over two years rather than one. Or agreeing with proposed benefits, but disagreeing that
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we had a problem with disengagement. On the tally sheets, some even crossed out the
elements they did not agree to in a particular model, before placing a conditional vote of
support.
Most staff had played little role to this point in the development of the object. This day,
and this session in particular, allowed their voices to be recorded in a concrete way. By
manipulating aspects of the presentation and reconfiguring them to become more like
what they wanted to agree to, these instances of micro-resistance could create a very
clear pattern of agreement across the documented evidence of the day. The themes
evident in the data do not necessarily indicate a complete resistance to middle schooling
as a whole, as many responses indicated that staff did not feel they knew enough about
it. What they do indicate, however, is a broader resistance to change that could result in
negative impacts on teacher conditions, the pressure of time-frames, and the actual
process by which the change was occurring. Statements made about the possibility of
renewing pedagogy and improving the educational experience for students, although less
frequent, were identifiably more positive.
In analysing these responses, it became clear that students, the key stakeholders in the
whole initiative, were remarkably peripheral in the text when compared to the volume of
other responses in relation to the themes recognised above. In the data as well as
discussions both on the day and following, this pattern became further evident. Students
were positioned as sideline to the dominant discourses and when they were discussed,
were reframed in terms of reference as an object that only existed in relation to the
teacher. This could be noted in comments related to the students’ ‘likability’ such as, “I
might not get on with my students”, “what if I am stuck with a bad group?” and “I could
get bored with the same bunch of kids all the time”. Alternatively, they were spoken
about in terms of ‘dependence’, with statements such as, “they could become too
dependent on me” or “what happens when they get to Year 9 - what do we do with
them then?” reflecting the concern that students will lose autonomy, creating a further
difficulty down the track. Another concern that was expressed in terms of students was
that of being ‘found out’ as teaching across unfamiliar disciplines, with a response in the
feedback document summarising this concern, “Kids know when you are teaching
outside your subject area”. Even when framed in positive terms, students were again
referred to in relation to the teacher, such as “I could really get to know my students
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better”, “there will be less students for me to have to know”, “you could do a lot of
really interesting things with your students” and “it would be great to have so much
flexibility with my classes” (Middle School Feedback Report, Sept. 2003).
In my mapping of these collated responses by staff, I have identified three overarching
themes of resistance in the data and categorised them in the following way:
•

Concerns with the process

•

The problems of time (and the associated objection to the implementation timeframe)

•

Implications for teachers.

Three lesser, associated themes of resistance were also evident which operated across
and within these broader themes, although these were not as prominent in the data:
•

Support for the status quo

•

Structural (administrative, pedagogical) changes

•

Effects on subjects / assessment.

Themes of support were more limited in the collated responses, and I identified these as:
•

Benefits for teachers (reinvigorate teaching practice, flexibility, streamlining of
work practices, collegial support)

•

Benefits for students (pastoral support, catering for different needs)

•

Pedagogy (more relevant curriculum, new syllabuses, more interesting task
work).

I will not explore each of these as separate themes as I have determined that the three
overarching themes of concern can include others as sub-themes in my discussion.
Therefore, for the rest of this section I will primarily focus on these three themes of
concern as well as just one generalised theme of support within the data. I have chosen
to discuss them in this way as they not only reflect the most common positions indicated
in the comments by staff, but also provide a framework for the discussion of other subcategories of these themes. These themes are: concerns about 1) the process of change, 2)
time, and 3) the implications for teachers; and the broader theme of support for the
initiative (including the three areas of benefit identified above). Around each of my
thematic discussions I will describe other themes and positions that are relevant, in
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particular my discussion of implications for teachers, which I have mapped to include the
related themes of students, teaming and subjects. Statements that reflected structural
concerns will be identified within these broader themes, as these statements crossed all
the themes and did not clearly align with any one in particular. These structural
statements were mainly around the areas of organisation (timetabling, rooming, staff
teaching loads, cost) and pedagogy (subjects to be included, assessment, specialisation).
Most groups included some comments that reflected support for the concept and the
model, although these comments of support occupied a much smaller percentage of the
response texts overall.
Concern around the process of voting was the first prominent theme identified in my
analysis of collated staff responses (Middle School Feedback Report, Sept. 2003). Many
responses called into question the information about each model and the mode of its
dissemination prior to voting. For example comments such as “there is a lot of overlap
between models - confusing”, or describing the manner of sharing like a “‘Chinese’
whispers [sic] scenario”. Other responses challenged the validity of the voting process on
the basis of having “too little” or in some cases “too much” information on some
models rather than others. For example, some staff felt they were not sufficiently
conversant with their model to deliver it in “its best light”. Comments such as, “problem
with Session 2 – insufficient knowledge” and “models as presented too detailed in scope
and information” or “too much personal bias during presentation”, further suggest
concerns with the process. Some comments made requests, for a “real consultation”
(inferring that this day did not qualify as a genuine dialogue about the proposal) or a
“detailed examination of parts of model rather than whole” (indicating the conditional
support offered by certain staff in agreeing to some elements of a model, but not its
entirety). Another staff member asked “Can we see evidence that indicates that middle
schooling is successful?”, providing a signal, for this staff member at least, that they had
not been convinced by the ‘show’ and required more proof that this change would be
the way to go for the school.
Further statements that reflected concern over the process questioned the actual voting
procedure, claiming that “people who were anti middle school shouldn’t have voted”,
implying that these staff would have skewed the results in a negative direction for certain
models. Others were also concerned that we “voted on a concept” rather than a
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descriptive set of practices, or that a model was “chosen with little time for consideration
and reflection”, a critical stance that was adopted and expressed by many staff during,
and immediately following, the voting process. A final statement I will include here
reflects, not so much a concern held by a participant of the day’s process, rather an
indication of a problem that occurred within the process, despite the carefully controlled
and structured agenda. This response stated, “Middle School: what is it?” which could
reflect either a lack of engagement with the day’s proceedings, a problem generated by
the mode of presentation, or simple resistance or combative antagonism.
Comments about time as a “big factor” was the second broad theme of concern
expressed in the responses. Time was presented as a commodity in deficit, with ‘not
enough’ a common epithet. There was either insufficient time for the implementation
time-frame, or a concern that too little time would be available in the timetable for staff
involved to consult with one another and develop resources for the following year. The
predicted workload for staff was a related factor in this need for time, with comments
about the potential for teachers to become “overstretched” if they were not provided
with enough time. A large number of participant comments called for an extended timeframe with “implementation 2005” preferred by a significant number of staff. An equally
large number of comments related to the notion that there would not be enough time
for staff to effectively plan for the Middle School. Time for planning was generally
framed in terms of the need for professional development, program development,
preparing resources and meeting as a team. Many statements made requests for
“allocated PD [professional development] time”, “continued/ongoing team time
allocation”, “meeting within the timetable” and “time to discuss, write, collate, resource,
re-train”. These comments resonate with previously expressed sentiments that not
enough time had been devoted to change processes. These responses also point to
widespread concerns that a significant workload would be associated with involvement
in implementing the initiative and that, if adequate time was not made available, the
initiative might not realise its full potential. As one staff member wrote, “if time is given
it can be good – if not given support it may be as poor as any model”.
The third area of concern was most evident in the responses to the question, “What are
the implications for me as a teacher?”. Many comments in the collated responses related
to concerns about the effects of the Middle School on professional subjectivities, teacher
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conditions and relations and I have clustered these comments under the three areas of:
subject knowledge or expertise (with related comments of specialisation); impacts on
teaching loads (with the associated notion of status); and the concept of ‘teaming’ as an
organised teaching structure.
In a high school setting, such as SEC, teachers are aligned with their faculties and draw
their professional subjectivities from their associations with these subject areas. As stated
in one comment, “We are all from specialist backgrounds”, reflecting this positioning of
professional identity. As subject specialists, the majority of staff at SEC had one area of
expertise which they taught for most of their timetable. These specialisations included a
particular knowledge of content and skills as well as detailed understanding of syllabus
documents and the specific requirements of their subjects. This positioned them as
experts in their subject areas and they were not readily (or frequently) transported across
subject lines. For those subjects which required highly specialised skills (such as
languages or music), these lines of demarcation were even stronger, as many staff from
other areas could and/or would not even attempt to teach in these subjects if they did
not have the training. For example, as an art teacher, I knew that not many could teach
my classes, although, as I was also trained in the areas art history/theory and visual
literacy I felt that I could cross these boundaries in some directions. However, not all
staff felt this ability to ‘cross over’ and the notion of “people teaching outside of their
discipline” caused “worry”, “concern”, “stress” and fear of a “loss of integrity”. The
expectation that staff would teach outside their trained area of expertise was very
challenging for many staff, as reflected in the number of comments related to this issue.
Comments about the impact on teaching loads were focused on being “locked into” or
“locked out of” teaching certain year groups and the notion of teachers being “stuck” in
the Middle School if they decided to volunteer. As there was also “some status when
teachers teach Year 11 and 12”, there were many comments that foregrounded the point
that “staff did not want to lose contact with teaching seniors”. Some responses also
asked, “will staff be affected if they opt out of Senior College?”, with a call for
“measures to stop dividing staff into Senior and Middle School”. This was of particular
concern for one member of staff who asked, “Moving on and up – would someone be
considered for KLA leadership if they were only in Middle School for the last several
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years?”, suggesting a perception that “only” teaching in the Middle School would be a
role of lesser status, and not equate with potential for leadership.
With little awareness of what the actual curriculum would look like, staff were also
concerned about the timetable, asking questions such as “what will it look like?” and
“how would the Middle School be timetabled?”, for example, would it be blocked
together in the “morning or afternoon”. Comments about working with others as a team
included concerns about the “compatibility of team members” and conflicts in
pedagogies, “What if your team group is not conducive to your teaching style?”. These
statements reflect the traditional approach to teaching that had dominated at SEC, and
the conception that teaching was a generally ‘solitary’ profession, built around the
primary relationship of a teacher with their students. Comments such as, “some staff not
well-suited to ‘teaming’”, and “specialists can’t be a part of the middle school team”
suggest a process by which some teachers were already excluding either themselves or
others from the Middle School team.
However, not all statements were negative. A small number identified the potential
benefits of the initiative, with statements of support covering the following two areas:
teacher satisfaction and providing better outcomes for students. In contrast to the
comments above about working in a team, a number of staff were very positive about
the impact that this approach could have on their teaching practice. For example, some
statements highlighted “peer sharing/planning/support” as one of the benefits, as well
as “teamwork, to develop trust/open-mindedness” which could lead to “better
communication – about students/teachers”. These comments suggest that working
closely with their peers could be a good thing, for both the teachers and their students.
Other perceived benefits for staff were a reduction in “stress” due to “cooperative
planning” and that involvement in the Middle School could “energise your teaching by
this new change”. “Ownership” was another stated advantage of the initiative, with the
ownership of “space” of key importance. In the traditional practices of space at SEC, no
teacher was granted their own room in which to place their ‘stamp’. Apart from certain
specialist rooms, all classroom spaces were shared according to timetable allocations and
no individual teacher could make a claim to a classroom as their own. The vision of
middle schooling that had been presented by the assistant principal had highlighted the
ideas of ‘space’ that ‘promotes learning’, and the reference to ‘space’ in the comments on
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this day indicated a desire to inhabit a teaching environment in a way that was not
currently available to staff at the school.
The benefits for students were also highlighted in the small volume of positive
comments. These were all variations on the theme of providing better outcomes and
could be classified as comments that referred to pedagogy and those referring to pastoral
support. The “flexibility to deal with individual differences” was a feature of middle
schooling that had been identified in previous contexts, and this comment reflected an
affinity with this idea. Teaching in the Middle School could mean that “curriculum
would be more relevant” with “more interesting assessments” that would lead to greater
“engagement” and “independent learning”. One comment even went so far as to claim
that middle schooling “might help bring back the quality of education for kids”. In
relation to pastoral support, comments suggested that there would be “pastoral
improvement” through “frequency of contact” and “knowing your students”. These
comments suggest that the Middle School would be able to provide support for students
in a way that was not currently being met. As a Catholic school built on identifiable
pastoral traditions, this goal provided a compelling direction for the future
implementation of the initiative. The existence of these statements of support also
indicated that, whilst there was still a greater degree of concern for specific issues and
more scepticism than acceptance, the Middle School had a group of staff who were
thinking positively about its potential. As the future of the object was contingent upon
having staff to teach it, the teachers who made these comments had positioned
themselves as possible volunteers to become a part of the teaching team for
implementation, thus moving the Middle School closer toward its existence as a concrete
entity in the schooling space of SEC.

Ambush in the Car Park
Despite the shifting of position by some staff toward a more favourable (or at least
ambivalent) positioning, several staff remained highly committed to their investments in
tradition and expressed continued resistance at the conclusion of the day. The strongest
evidence for this stance occurred between the assistant principal and three Old Guard
staff in the car park at the end of the day, when many had already left the venue. These
staff had been vocally resistant at many stages throughout the period of the public
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identity of the discourse. Although I was not there, the assistant principal described this
event to me on the following day (research journal, Sept. 2003) and reflected on it again
during our interview. He described the situation where the three staff had been engaging
in a dialogue in the car park while he was moving materials from the venue to his car. He
made several trips, and they were still talking. As he was finalising the clean-up, they
came over to him,
[T]hey said to me, this is the three of them and they had, I think, prepared a
phalanx attack [laughing] because they cornered me and they said, ‘you have
given us all of this information about how kids are disengaged and how we
need to introduce middle school so that we can stop this problem of
disengagement, but we’ve been teaching here for so long, we don’t see
disengagement. What we see is kids doing what they’ve always done and
succeeding’. And they were saying – I think they were saying – that ‘if it’s
not broken, don’t fix it. And you’re creating a storm in a teacup’. (interview,
Aug. 2008)

These statements from the teachers in the car park reflected commonly expressed
concerns both on the day and at other times. Ford et al. (2001) would describe this type
of resistance as ‘complacent resistance’ in which individuals will reject the foundations of
a proposed change on the grounds that there is nothing wrong with the way things are.
The comments by the three teachers clearly came from a position of resistance, which
positioned the Middle School as an unnecessary solution to a problem that did not exist.
In response to this ‘attack’, the assistant principal restated his position in support of the
initiative, again recalling,
And I said to them ‘why shouldn’t we try? Why should we settle for that?
Why should we settle for compliant kids?’ Because that’s a symptom of
disengagement sometimes. Compliant kids is a symptom of disengagement.
(interview, Aug. 2008)

At that time, the assistant principal did not care whether they agreed with him or not. He
summarised this position at this time (and indeed his position throughout much of this
stage of the initiative) in his statement that, “it didn’t matter ... it wasn’t going to affect
them at all and it just ... didn’t matter [whether they were on board or not]”. As a result
of this approach, he dismissed their concerns, as well as those of the others who shared
these opinions, as uninformed. However, he later recalled, “looking back, I would say
that ...[wasn’t] particularly wise” because “if you cut people off at the knees then you’re
266

never going to shift the popular perception”, leading to a situation where “the resistance
becomes much more entrenched” amongst staff (interview, Aug. 2008).

Conclusion
By the end of this day, most staff had reached a level of understanding of the object of
the Middle School. Although it was certainly not agreed upon by all, it was recognised as
a future reality at SEC and that it would be implemented in the following year. Many
staff were still resistant, and had expressed this position throughout the day. However,
the voices of resistance could not prevent the concrete object coming into existence.
The wave had broken, the vote had been cast and, for some, this inevitability became a
tipping point for support. Certain members of staff, who had been resistant, critical,
negative or even ambivalent, demonstrated a degree of ‘positional shift’ over the course
of the day. This ranged from a complete reversal of opinion, “well now that I understand
it more, I think it will be good – just like [Mathematics coordinator]’s class” to the
conditional, “this model will be good, I think [the Middle School] will be OK with that
one – the others, though, I would never had voted for those ones” and even the
concessional, “I agreed with this one [the model chosen]; you know, it’s going to come
in anyway ... I had to choose something” (research journal, Sept. 2003). This shift
indicated changing patterns of support for the initiative, but also served to open a space
that enabled others who were also resistant or protective to position themselves
differently in a similar way.
As in the transitional boundary meeting of November 2002 (described in Chapter 3) the
professional development day August 2003 concluded with an invitation. Following the
final wrap-up by the expert and the assistant principal, the principal addressed the group
to commend the process and the decision. She stated that she had “great enthusiasm for
Middle School” and was “excited about the next stage of the process” (research journal,
Sept. 2003). At this point she asked for staff to express their interest in joining the team
of teachers who would develop and implement the programs for the first year of Middle
School in 2004. As she said in her interview, she believed this move to be “critical to the
success [of the initiative] as they [would] become advocates for the concept” (interview,
Sept. 2005). There was a short time frame of just two weeks for staff to express their
interest and the principal forecast a future process in which interested teachers would be
“spoken to” about their desires for the team and understanding of the concept. In the
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narrative that had been created by the assistant principal at the opening of the day, this
future group of teachers were positioned to be responsible for continuing the ‘story’ of
the middle school at SEC.
The discourse had become an object and the object was now definable in a concrete
way. Although it did not yet have a material existence in the structures of the school, a
discursive space had been created for it to be positioned to be an actuality in the future
of SEC. In the story of the Middle School, this day became a turning point for the object
to cross the threshold of scientificity as now, ‘the wave had broken’, the model had been
named, and a “critical mass” (assistant principal interview, Aug. 2008) had been reached
that drove the initiative further toward implementation. A team of teachers had been
invited to implement it and it was poised at the brink of being covered with a “network
of words and sentences” (Foucault, 1972 p. 40) to become the Middle School at SEC.
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Chapter	
  7:	
  Object	
  Made	
  Concrete	
  
Introduction
In the transition from a discursive idea to a concrete object, the Middle School had now
become a chosen model for the school. Through the assigning of a name (and the model
that name described), the object could be thought about in particular ways with a
specific set of criteria by which to define it. In dialogue between staff, certain
associations were formed and, although it was still an object in formation, a particular
version of its existence was now drawn upon in these conversations. As people began to
ask one another, “are you interested in middle school?” it became clear that the object at
this point was missing one key component for its concrete development: a group of
teachers to construct, implement and teach it. The principal had invited staff to submit
their interest and this action drew the supporters of the initiative to make a public
declaration of their position through acknowledging their willingness to form part of its
future. Whilst certain staff continued to resist and express dissatisfaction with the
initiative, in the words of the assistant principal it “didn’t matter” (interview, Aug. 2008).
There were enough people who were in support and willing to be involved, and the
initiative could continue toward implementation without the dissenters’ input.
Foucault’s theorising of the self, subject and subjectivity will be utilised in this chapter to
explore the development and actions of the Middle School team as they moved the
object toward implementation (see Foucault, 1978, 1980a, 1982, 1990, 1997). I will draw
upon these concepts as I make connections between the actions of these individuals and
the positions they came to occupy within the group. I conducted formal interviews with
all of these participants in the first year of implementation and this interview data, along
with informal documentation from my research journal, will inform the discussion for
most of this chapter. I will only be using a small amount of this data, as many of the
questions were related to the first year of the Middle School, which is beyond the time
period covered in this thesis. However, the data I gathered, and my membership of this
group, meant that I was able to construct a detailed account of their expressed ideas and
observable actions in the team.
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The members of this group came to the team with different, sometimes contradictory,
subjectivities to each other and these acted as contingencies on the development of the
object. While we researched, discussed and debated various possibilities for inclusion,
competing ideas were proposed and members of the team demonstrated certain
alignments that they would defend. Although most of this particular group of teachers
had chosen to become a part of the team, micro-resistances continued to play a part in the
ongoing dialogue about the object. Different members promoted particular aspects of
the model while rejecting others and, through the actions and interactions of the team, it
was a redefined version of the Middle School that was presented to the whole staff on
the last day of the school year.
In the first part of the chapter, I use Foucauldian theories of the self to explore what
seemed to draw particular individuals to volunteer for inclusion on the teaching team.
During this period, the principal also announced the role of Middle School Coordinator.
I will therefore also write about my own experiences as I applied for, and was appointed
to, the position. In the second part of the chapter I describe the process of decisionmaking and negotiation that occurred in the development of curriculum and the
contingent influence of staff subjectivities and positions within the team. This will not be
a detailed description of particular materials and texts, as that would necessitate an
extensive discussion beyond the scope of this thesis. Instead, it will be an exploration of
the continuing conditions that influenced these texts, and the role of ongoing
investments in protection, from both within the team and the broader school context.
The Middle School moved into the space that was created for it, was populated with
words and sentences, and became an identifiable object that was situated for
implementation at the beginning of the following year.

7.1 Constitution of the Team
Self, Subject and Subjectivities
Following the naming of the model, new conditions became contingent and the
announcement of the Middle School team became another condition that enabled
individuals to constitute themselves as ‘team members’ in the social space. Those who
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volunteered were regulated by these conditions and contingencies that delimited the
possibilities of ‘Middle School teacher at SEC’. I will explore the effects of these
regulating conditions on the formation, development and practices of the team.
Although Foucault (1997) recognises that subjects can act with the capacity to
“determine their identity, maintain it, or transform it” (p. 87), he equally holds that
“precepts governing every-day life are organised around the care of the self in order to
help every member of the group with the common task” (p. 227). In other words, the
limiting boundaries of the group (or any social body) constrain the capacity for freedom
in the subject. To enhance an understanding of this capacity, Foucault’s theorisations
will be supplemented by the ideas presented by Bevir (1999a, 1999b), that propose a
reconsideration of the notion of ‘agency’ within this Foucauldian space.
For the purposes of my analysis in this chapter, I have defined these three terms (self,
subject and subjectivity) according to my conception of their application and how they
are constituted. Sifting through the large volume of work produced by Foucault on this
topic has revealed a variety of inconsistencies and reversals throughout his corpus, and
so I have taken his ‘tool-kit’ of terminologies and shaped them to fit my usage. Thus, for
this analysis, I have determined self to be the formation of the individual ‘agent’ who is
subject to constraining forces, yet enacts a freedom to reach a certain state of ‘self-hood’
(that is, the self as constituted agent) (see Foucault, 1990, 1997). The subject is the
specified (though not determinate) realisation of the boundaries within which a particular
position can be assumed. The subject is constituted through social structures,
institutions, epistemic conditions, dominant discourses, power relations and the self;
those forces that enable it be possible in a given situation, and which co-construct a
space for the individual to occupy (that is, the subject as a social product) (Foucault,
1978, 1980a, 1982). Subjectivities are determined by the subject-positions that are assumed
by a given subject, the process of identification with certain modes of ‘being’, and the
practices by which individuals will contextually define and self-regulate their identity
(that is, subjectivity as positional practice) (Foucault, 1997; Besley and Peters, 2007;
Kelly, 2009, 2013).
Before any conception of self or subjectivity can be explored, we must first recognise
how the subject-space has been determined by the social structures, regimes of power
and epistemic forces in place in a particular society. For example, in the society of SEC,
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certain conceptions of the teacher as a subject had existed prior to any individual teacher
occupying this professional space. To be constituted as a ‘teacher’, an array of external
and local productions and constraints had established a social framework that enabled
the subject to be labelled in this way. Additionally, the individual who then occupied this
space functioned within a whole network of other frameworks (including their own selfconstitution) that delimited the space further: such as previous education and
employment experiences, faculty identities, generational factors and other such forces.
According to Foucault (1997), “The subject constitutes the intersection between acts
that have to be regulated and rules for what ought to be done” (p. 237). In this way,
subjects at SEC were able to be initially constituted as ‘History teacher’ or ‘Mathematics
coordinator’ by virtue of their assigned role with the school. Their acts within these roles
were then regulated by elements such as external institutional bodies, the social construct
of ‘teacher’, specific syllabus documents and expectations, and the various forces in the
local context of SEC itself. All of these factors provided rules that constituted what it
meant for an individual to occupy these particular subject-spaces. It was then through
these delimited identities that the particular subjectivities of team members were enabled,
such as ‘creative teacher’, ‘innovative teacher’, ‘leader’ or ‘professional’ (I will explicate
these further in the section to follow).
However, just as the freedom to resist exists in all relations of power, so too, does the
freedom to constitute the ‘self’ exist in the formation of subjectivities. Although
Foucault argued that the subject is determined by particular historical and local
conditions and contingencies, these factors do not determine the only forms of
subjectivity that are possible. It is through, what Foucault (1997) terms, ‘technologies of
the self’, that the individual subject is able to,
effect by their own means, or with the help of others, a certain number of
operations on their own bodies and souls, thoughts, conduct, and way of
being, so as to transform themselves in order to attain a certain state of
happiness, purity, wisdom, perfection, or immortality. (p. 225)

Subjects, thus, are active constructors of their subjectivities. Whilst “external controls
preclude certain identities” and construct certain spaces to occupy, “internal controls
provide technologies of the self by which individuals can construct themselves in accord
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with the ruling configuration of power/knowledge” (Bevir, 1999a p. 349). In this way,
the ‘self’ becomes both the ‘producer’ and ‘destination’ of the subject.
As “the subject constitutes itself in an active fashion through practices of the self”
(Foucault, 1997 p. 291), it becomes possible for different subjectivities to be formed and
enacted, as the simultaneous and alterable results of these practices. However, “these
practices are nevertheless not something invented by the individual himself. They are
models that he finds in his culture and are proposed, suggested, imposed upon him by
his culture, his society, and his social group” (p. 291). The subject does not control what
these influences will be, but does have the capacity to determine which aspects will be
taken on in the constitution of self in a particular social setting. It will be through the
formation of the new social group, the Middle School team, that I will explore the
constitution of subjectivities by particular team members in this professional space and
the ways in which these subjectivities influenced the constitution of the Middle School
object at SEC.
This notion of the alterable nature of subjectivities gives rise to the idea that, while
identities are socially bound, they are not fixed and individuals draw on different
discursive resources to constitute different subjectivities in a particular space. In this way,
a freedom exists for the modification of self and the adoption of different subjectivities,
the conscious adoption or rejection of constructed subjectivities or, alternatively, the
accessing of different subjectivities. These simultaneous subject-positions could take the
form of ‘oppositional subjectivities’, which the subject could choose to align with in
different situations.
Bevir expands on Foucault’s recognition of the freedom enabled through technologies
of the self with his particular conception of ‘agency’. Although Foucault argued that “no
individual possibly could constitute himself as an autonomous agent free from all
regimes of power” (Bevir, 1999b p. 66), Bevir proposes that it is the notion of
‘autonomy’ that Foucault rejects, and that ‘agency’ provides a means by which to
consider the self as an agent who ‘acts’. In fact, Foucault’s (1997) own stance could be
taken to support this proposal as he identifies, in his later work, that he developed a
growing interest in “the mode of action that an individual exercises upon himself by
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means of the technologies of the self (p. 225). Bevir (1999b) furthers his own hypothesis
by arguing that,
Although agents necessarily exist within regimes of power/knowledge, these
regimes do not determine the experiences they can have, the ways they can
exercise their reason, the beliefs they can adopt, or the actions they can
attempt to perform. Agents are creative beings; it is just that their creativity
occurs in a given social context that influences it. (p. 67)

In this way, Bevir is advancing a stance that enables the comfortable alignment of three
particular elements: Foucault’s constructed nature of the subject, the employment of
technologies of the self, and the agency performed by that subject in the constitution of
self and adoption of subject positions. In addition, Bevir (1999a) describes an
‘undecided’ space that exists for this freedom of agency to occur. He maintains that,
Because different people adopt different beliefs and perform different
actions against the background of the same social structures, there must be
an undecided space in front of these structures where individual subjects
decide what beliefs to hold and what actions to perform for reasons of their
own. (p. 358)

It is in this space that individuals can access choice, and co-constitute themselves as
subjects amongst the network of social structures, relations of power, competing
subjectivities, and other, non-defined and indeterminate reasons known only to
themselves. This approach provides a useful framework for the analysis to follow, of the
constitution and conduct of the subjects that became the Middle School team at SEC.

Formation of the Middle School Team
At the conclusion of the professional development day, few things were known about
the model or what teaching in the Middle School would involve. As stated by one
volunteer, “I think it was sort of beyond my comprehension at first” (Fiona interview,
Sept. 2004). However, what was known was the following:
1. Staff could expect to teach more that one subject (possibly even four) to a
particular group of students.
2. They would see these students often throughout the teaching week.
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3. A more student-centred curriculum would be the focus.
4. There could be integration across whichever subjects were included.
5. They would be working as a part of a team.
6. The next few months would require a very intensive workload to complete
preparation for the following year.
7. A curriculum leader would be appointed to the team.
In the week following the staff development day, the structure of middle schooling and
combination of subjects were announced to staff. Each Middle School teacher would be
a Year Seven Homeroom teacher, and would teach that group of girls for the subject
areas of English, Religion and HSIE (History and Geography). Eight teachers would be
required and eight particular rooms, the “top of B-block”, would become the physical
home of the Middle School. The team at this stage was made up of five volunteers: the
Mathematics coordinator (who was teaching the gifted class at that time), three English
teachers and one HSIE teacher. I almost missed the deadline, as I assumed my
willingness would be a ‘given’ due to my position on the committee, and I was reminded
by the assistant principal to submit my interest on the day it was due. This left six
volunteers who were set to become part of the teaching team, however this was not
enough to staff the initiative. As the executive were so invested in the Middle School
going ahead and, as the principal had clearly expressed that it would be comprised of
‘volunteers’ rather than assigned to unwilling staff, the assistant principal began actively
approaching other teachers to join the group (research journal, Nov. 2003).
These teachers became key players in the development of the object and promotion of
the initiative and they determined, to a large degree, the concrete programs and materials
that were developed over the course of the rest of the year. Some of these staff
maintained constancy in their representations of self and actions on the team, and their
subjectivities as ‘Middle School team members’ reflected an unproblematic relationship
with the expectations of this description. Others, however, demonstrated conflicting or
contradictory subjectivities and accessed this ‘undecided space’ to construct new
subjectivities. These individuals drew upon particular elements of other subject positions
to create a new sense of themselves as subjects in the ‘middle schooling’ discourse. Most
were able to integrate these conflicting subjectivities in the construction of a new
representation of self; although one staff member on the team maintained a resistant
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subjectivity that enabled her to simultaneously support and resist the developing Middle
School.
I have used my analysis of the interviews of those staff who made up the initial Middle
School team to further explore the development of the Middle School as an object in the
context of SEC. In doing so I will also trace how their subjectivities as teachers changed,
were negotiated, or remained constant during the development stage of the Middle
School as a teachable curriculum. During this period, none of the participants yet
referred to themselves as ‘Middle School teachers’. The most commonly utilised
positioning phrase was “I am on the Middle School team” (research journal, Nov. 2003),
which indicated that staff foregrounded their affiliation with other staff (as ‘teammates’)
rather than the students (who had not yet arrived at the school).

Accessing	
  the	
  Undecided	
  Space	
  
Two of the teachers who ended up becoming teaching members of the team had made
no move to join the Middle School until they were approached to do so. Deciding to
become ‘Middle School teachers’, for these staff, required a conscious shift in their
position and a reconstruction of their subjectivities in regard to the initiative.
One participant, Lynne2, a long term staff member of more that eighteen years, recalled
the assistant principal’s first approach to her in regard to joining the team, “Well, [the
assistant principal] said, ‘We want you on the team’. And I said, ‘I don’t teach primary
school’. And he just looked at me, and I walked away” (interview, Sept. 2004). This
reflected the attitude that middle schooling was ‘baby stuff’ or a ‘watered-down
curriculum’ that several staff had voiced in the weeks after the models were announced,
and suggested the negative context in which Lynne had positioned the object. It also
indicated her status in the relation of power between herself and the assistant principal,
as she felt confident enough to reject his request so disparagingly. However, as he had
approached her directly, she noted that she had reconsidered his offer, “I thought, no,
don’t dismiss this off hand, think about it. So I went home and I thought about it”.
These comments point to the continuing and strategic role of the assistant principal in
the development of the Middle School. As Lynne admitted, she would never have joined
2

Pseudonyms have been used for all participants in the discussions to follow.
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the team if not for his input. She further explained his influence on her decision to
access this ‘undecided space’ and accept the invitation,
So I thought, no, give it a shot. So I went back to him and I apologised for
being off hand, and he said, “I expected it of you”. And then I said, “Well,
tell me some more about it”. So, I don’t know what he did, but we sat there
for nearly an hour and he talked about what he knew about it, what they had
in mind for the College, and it gelled with exactly what I had thought about
this idea of how good it was for the students. When you’re a teacher that is
supposed to be your priority. So, that’s when I felt, well, it can’t be that
hard. It still is teaching. (interview, Sept. 2004)

This statement points to Lynne’s positional shift as, having changed her conception of
the initiative, she correspondingly reconstructed her subjectivity. Her previous
conception of herself as “not a primary school teacher” was necessarily modified,
through the strategic intervention of the assistant principal, to include her redefined (and
recollected) subjectivity as a committed and ‘caring teacher’ who was interested in the
initiative. She derived her position from “this idea of how good it was for the students”
and that, as a teacher, “that is supposed to be your priority”. This also indicated the shift
from Lynne’s internal feelings of disregard for the Middle School, to a sense of external
obligation (“supposed to”) toward better outcomes for students. In changing her
position, she drew upon a particular aspect of her subjectivity, when she said later, “I
learn all the time, and I challenge myself with what I do, and how I do it … so I did it”.
By positioning herself as a ‘learner’ who likes a ‘challenge’, she reconstructed her choice
to become a part of the team as a decision that now ‘made sense’ in response to these
subjectivities and in the constitution of her teaching self.
Rebecca, a young teacher of only four years’ experience, also did not volunteer to
become a part of the team. When asked why she eventually volunteered, she stated, “I
didn’t. I was approached” (interview, Sept. 2004), indicating her initial reluctance to join
the Middle School team. However, when questioned further, she said, “but I had been
interested – just too scared to be involved in its early stages”. Through her use of the
term ‘scared’, Rebecca revealed a particular framing of her sense of self, as someone who
was fearful of being involved in the initiative. She went on to explain that this fear
derived from her anticipation of “the amount of work that was involved and [she]
wanted to come in when all the work was done, when everything had been
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implemented”. Rebecca constituted herself as a ‘fresh’ teacher with a limited amount of
experience who lacked the confidence to handle the challenge, “I really wasn’t sure I
could do it”. At the same time she expressed an interest in the proposal. In the battle
between these two subject-positions, when the invitation to join the Middle School was
first introduced, caution won.
In her own assessment of her reasons for not initially volunteering her involvement,
Rebecca made several statements that reflected the subject positions she had assumed
would negatively impact on her involvement in the team. “[B]ecause I’m such an irritable
person by nature” and “I’m not a big fan of ... too much debate and noise”, she believed
she would be “overwhelmed” by all of the “dynamic personalities” on the team. She also
drew on her assumptions about the incompatibility of her teaching preferences (“I was
very much ‘chalk and talk’, very much teacher-centred ... if they’re sitting down and
they’re quiet, it’s a productive classroom”) with the student-centred focus promoted in
the Middle School pedagogy (“my biggest fear ... [is] of a class being out of control ...
and not having control is associated with being a bad teacher”), to justify her original
decision. For a teacher in her first few years of teaching, to be labelled a ‘bad teacher’
was a situation that caused Rebecca great ‘fear’.
However, as Rebecca was approached by myself, her KLA coordinator, as well as by the
assistant principal, her power to refuse in the context of the school hierarchy was
limited. She did not have access to the same opportunity for resistance as Lynne, and
said that she felt compelled to agree, especially as “it was the assistant principal telling
me he thought I’d be great – what could I say?” (research journal, Jan. 2004). When
Rebecca joined the team, she accessed the undecided space between her ‘fear’ and
‘interest’ to constitute an alternate subjectivity, one that allowed her to “come in with an
open mind and not too many expectations”. As a result of this positional shift, by the
time of this interview from which this data is drawn (almost twelve months after she was
approached to join the team), she spoke from a new subject position, which
demonstrated her agency in selecting a more favourable representation of her self, “I’m
definitely much more liberal ... and less structured [than I was before]”. Toward the end
of the interview, she represented a level of enthusiasm that had not been evident at the
beginning of the interview when she had described her first consideration of
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involvement, “I’m really glad I’m part of your team and I’m glad I was asked and I’m
glad I said yes”.

Volunteers:	
  First-‐Round	
  Offers	
  	
  
The remaining five members of the Middle School team (not including myself) were
‘first-round’ volunteers, who made their decisions for a variety of reasons. My analysis of
their interview data suggests two particular motives for these staff choice to join the
Middle School teaching team: the proposal provided a ‘fit’ with their existing ideas/past
teaching practices, and the desire to have more to do with Year Seven students. These
reasons occurred singularly or in combination, but all responses to the question, “Why
did you volunteer to become a part of the Middle School team?”, reflected either of
these two positions.
Both Alison and Grace (the Mathematics coordinator) positioned themselves as
previously interested in innovative classroom approaches. For them, joining the Middle
School did not arise from a desire to try something ‘new’ as they both indicated that they
had tried something similar in the past. Neither did their involvement cause them to
modify their current ideas about pedagogy or provide any challenge to their subjectivities
as teachers at the school. The ideals of middle schooling shared common ground with
the ideals expressed by both of these staff and the decision to join the team was one that
created a sense of ‘ideal fit’ and ‘professional agreement’. In this way, joining the team
enhanced their subjectivities as ‘caring’, ‘creative’ and ‘innovative’ teachers. This
enhancement is reflected in the comments made by Alison, after eight months of
teaching in the Middle School, “I haven’t changed my ideas but I think that they’ve
become a little bit richer from my experience ... yeah, they’re strengthening through my
experience in middle school” (interview, Aug. 2004).
As members of the team, these two teachers were consistent in their support of middle
schooling, creative in their development of programs and tasks, and exerted a positive
influence amongst the group (research journal, Jan. 2004). They were the least likely to
offer reasons as to why certain ideas would not work and often sought to find solutions
to particular and pressing problems. They expected hard work, and through a self-stated
positioning to provide “motivation and support” (Grace interview, Sept. 2004) on the
team, they recognised in different ways that “it was going to be new - and anything that’s
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new is extra work, so I knew that it would be challenging” (Alison interview, Aug. 2004).
As their expectations of the initiative and the realities of the project were aligned, these
two staff experienced, what I have termed, ‘positional consonance’ as members of the
Middle School team.
Alison, a teacher of eleven years, with six years at the school, stated that “I’ve always had
a passion for this type of teaching so it was ideal for me. I didn’t even have to think.
There was no second, you know, opinion. I just wanted to do it” (interview, Aug. 2004).
In this statement, Alison simultaneously demonstrated her support for the initiative
while drawing upon her subjectivity as ‘passionate’ for a type of teaching that was
different to the dominant styles currently in place at the school. She further reinforced
her subjectivity as a particular type of teacher through a statement of ‘belief’. She said,
“what I really believe in is that students need to be part of their learning. It’s not the
teacher standing up the front and giving them all of the information”. In this way, she
connected her own subjectivities with those that had been drawn upon in the context of
the school to describe the subject position of the ‘Middle School teacher’. Alison’s
willingness to try new things (“I was pretty open-minded because I knew that we had to
start somewhere”) and her support for the initiative was used by other staff as a model
to reconsider the teaching subjectivities they had drawn on to that point. Rebecca, for
example, named Alison as a specific influence in “exposing” her to a more “studentcentred, very creative style” in both teaching and programming. Working with Alison
also caused Rebecca to “look around ... and compare my style with other people’s
teaching style more so than I would have in the past”, a practice that supported her in
the active reconstitution of herself as a teaching subject in the Middle School.
Grace also cited previous experiences and her connection with a more student-centred
style of teaching as a major reason for volunteering to join the group. She made
reference to the gifted class she had been teaching at that time stating that, despite being
a Mathematics teacher, she “like[d] teaching English and Religion and integrating
concepts across the curriculum” and that she had “seen enormous benefits in terms of
connectedness, follow-up on non-achievers, [and] creation of a community” (interview,
Sept. 2004). She affirmed from the outset that, “Middle School and I are very well
suited”, a statement of self that gave a clear indication of her positioning as a subject in
the team environment. She also explained that “[I] love teaching, I care about students”,
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suggesting a subjectivity as a ‘caring teacher’ who ‘loved’ her profession. This certainty
made her support a powerful force within the team.
At the time of her interview, Grace had been teaching in a ‘middle school’ manner for
over eighteen months (first, the gifted class and then, her Middle School class). This
experience reinforced her belief that such an approach provided better outcomes for
students through “depth, breadth, excitement, rigour, support, integration, pastoral care,
learning how to understand yourself and others, thinking processes, information
processes ... all of that”. On the team, this attitude became highly influential in
generating positive statements and increased confidence toward the possibilities of a
Middle School curriculum (research journal, Nov. 2003). Rebecca acknowledged Grace’s
influence on the repositioning of her practice in regard to curriculum, “I was so inspired
by Grace … that I wanted to do a program [like hers] … my traditional style was
certainly not evident in my motivation to sit down and [write] a student-directed unit”
(interview, Sept. 2004).
For four of the team, having more contact with Year Seven students was the primary
reason behind their decision to join the Middle School. However, the explanations for
this, and the subjectivities drawn upon, were substantially different. For example, for
Grace it was an extension of her broader ideas about pedagogy, that, “Year Seven is a
really important year for students”. For Brett and Fiona, both within their first five years
of teaching, working with this age group of students was the first thing they both
identified when describing their motivations. Both mentioned the “level of enthusiasm”
(Fiona interview, Sept. 2004) attributed to Year Seven students and made reference to
the ‘freshness’ of students at the beginning of high school. Although not joining the
team for this reason, Lynne also recognised the energy of Year Seven when she stated,
“they’re so enthusiastic – they make me tired” (interview, Sept. 2004). The fourth staff
member was Carmen. While she stated that she did not like the pedagogy promoted
through middle schooling, she did not want to lose contact with Year Seven. This
position led to her continuing resistance to many of the more innovative and nontraditional ideas that were suggested on the team. The next part of this discussion will
focus on the nature of these subjectivities and the implications of the
competing/contradictory subjectivities on the formation of the Middle School.
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Brett was the only male staff member to volunteer for the Middle School team. He was
keenly interested in the concept, stating “Well, I was emailing [the principal] as soon as I
heard that we might have the middle school” (interview, Aug. 2004). When asked of his
reasons for joining the team, he said “Year Seven”. When he elaborated on this, it was
clear that his experience of teaching Year Seven was important to how he constituted
himself as a teacher: their enthusiasm and lack of embarrassment “about saying that
something’s cool and having a go at something … makes me feel good as a teacher”.
His detailed explanation of this later in the interview pointed to the investments he had
in the ways Year Seven could make him feel (in an unstated comparison with later year
groups), and hence his investments in first joining the team.
For Brett, joining the team was also a chance to break with previous strained
relationships with other staff in the school due to his self-acknowledged “hot temper”.
He described how he had been “working with [the assistant principal]” to broaden his
educational interests and moderate his reactions and behaviours. From the assistant
principal’s perspective, this included his joining the Middle School team. The downside
of Brett’s positioning in the school was that three members of the newly formed Middle
School team spoke to the assistant principal about his unsuitability and their reluctance
to work so closely with him in the team. However, as the assistant principal said to me
on more than one occasion, “Brett is very clever, you know – he has some great ideas
about pedagogy” and spoke regularly of his opinion that “Brett would be good for the
Middle School” (research journal, Nov. 2003). Brett regarded being on the Middle
School team as a chance to reconstruct himself as a teaching subject in the context of the
school, while simultaneously enhancing his feelings of acceptance as a teacher. As he
said to me at one point during the period of program development, “I don’t want to
stuff this [opportunity] up” (research journal, Nov. 2003).
Brett’s investments in being a ‘good teacher’ particularly in the context of the pedagogies
employed in the Middle School, were further complicated by the legacies of his short
career in the Army. He described his initial discomfort with the freedom that students
would have in the Middle School classroom in contrast to what he had experienced as
effective learning in the Army. He spoke about teacher strategies in the Army that led
him to develop a view that,
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teacher talk - repetition - again - again. That has been my experience and the
most effective training I’ve ever had … nothing quite added up to the Army
for being able to help you to remember a large amount of information and
use it effectively. (interview, Aug. 2004)

Brett knew that this approach was in direct contrast to strategies that were being
promoted for the Middle School. However, he explained that he had made a decision to
consider pedagogy in a different way. In order to reconstruct his subjectivity as an
‘egalitarian teacher’, he drew upon, and then promoted, strategies that were supportive
of middle schooling principles. In discussing his changing subjectivities during our
interview, Brett said “it’s something that’s crystallising, I guess ... [it will] probably be the
death of me as a teacher, but I’m starting to value the individual more than the
outcome” (interview, Aug. 2004).
Like Brett, Fiona (the other ‘beginning’ teacher) also attributed particular qualities to
Year Seven that attracted her to teaching them as part of the Middle School. She
described Year Seven students as more open to creative tasks and more exciting to teach,
“you’re excited when they’re excited” (interview, Sept. 2004). The more relational forms
of pedagogy associated with middle schooling also attracted her, such as the opportunity
of “spending more time with the class and getting to really know them” and “building a
relationship before a curriculum” as “the most important thing” in working with
students. She also saw the Middle School as an opportunity to express the creativity she
valued so much in pedagogy, “I always try and bring creativity to pedagogy because I
don’t find it particularly creative”. For Fiona, the Middle School also provided an
environment in which she could have her own physical space – her “own classroom” –
in which she could express this creativity. She believed that “classroom environment and
atmosphere is actually really important in the teaching and learning process” and having
her own classroom would provide her with the opportunity to realise this in her teaching
practice. For her three years of teaching, she had been frustrated by the expectation that
she should share teaching spaces. She recalled that,
When I came to this school I was just really disappointed that I had to move
from class to class, and I was for three years. I just hated it because I just
didn’t like it; I felt like I was in everyone else’s room but my own.
(interview, Sept. 2004)
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She imagined what she could do if she could have a classroom of her own,
I always wanted to make the kids excited to come into a classroom, like I
think that you have to sort of, you have to make a statement about your
space, you know, and like, kids are so visual these days. If they see
something creative and, I don’t know, I just think colour has an impact on
students. (interview, Sept. 2004)

At the time of this interview, after eight months with her own classroom, Fiona seemed
to have found in the Middle School an environment in which she could express her
subjectivity as a creative and ‘exciting’ teacher, “I feel more comfortable with my
teaching having a space that I can control and decorate”.
Although Carmen was also a ‘new’ teacher, with only five years teaching experience, two
of which had been at SEC, she had already had an established career in another field for
many years, before retraining as a teacher. As most members of the team were younger,
she positioned herself as both ‘knowledgeable’ and ‘experienced’ in comparison to
others in the group. Due to her previous professional experience, Carmen would also
often make reference to how a “real office” might operate (research journal, Apr. 2004)
and could be highly critical of issues of management and organisation within the team.
She drew on the subjectivity of ‘hard-working professional’ to position herself as a
teaching subject. This meant that even when she disagreed with a particular direction, if
she was told it had to be done, she did it, and all work that was produced by her was
completed thoroughly and on time.
Carmen did not wish to sit down for an interview for my research as she said she could
not spare the time, but she was willing to answer my questions in writing. The quotes
used in this discussion will be taken from these written responses. As a result, many of
her responses were very brief and I did not have the opportunity to expand on a
question to enhance or clarify any points she made. However, I did keep a detailed
research journal during this time, and I will make reference to this source to provide
further detail as necessary.
Carmen stated quite openly and regularly that she did not agree with middle schooling
pedagogy, but did not want to “lose contact with Year Seven”. This factor alone,
including the comment that she “liked Year Seven topics” (response to interview
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questions, Sept. 2004), was her stated motivation for joining the Middle School team
(research journal, Nov. 2003). This created a situation where Carmen’s investments in
joining the middle school team did not match the subject-position of ‘Middle School
teacher’ and caused significant tension for her in the team. She would often debate
particular ideas that were suggested, especially those which represented a significant
departure from traditional topics and practices. She had been a part of the Middle School
committee, and in that role had consistently promoted the benefits of existing practices.
Carmen stated that she had originally thought her participation on the team would
include “some planning, pastoral care”, but would be “mainly involved with the
students”. As a result of these expectations, she was particularly critical of what she
identified as “too much emphasis on teamwork rather than class work” in the
development of pedagogy for the following year.
Carmen had particular ideas about curriculum and pedagogy, which she set out in her
written response as a list of beliefs and practices. She wrote,

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Students have to be treated as far as possibly as individuals but without
detriment to the class as a whole.
The teacher/student relationship must be based on trust and consistency and
always remain on a professional basis.
Rules and expectations must be established early in the relationship and
maintained throughout the course of the year.
Parents and their expectations for their children’s education should be an
integral part of the curriculum.
Lessons must be well planned, structured and varied to maximise the learning
experience for all abilities and styles of learning – Bloom’s taxonomy as far as
possible.
All lessons should have valid learning outcomes and relate to the appropriate
syllabus.
Students should always be aware of the purpose of a task or lesson – it helps if
the teacher also knows what they are doing.

These statements reflect Carmen’s positioning of students, knowledge of learning
theories, and a highly structured approach to teaching. This was further supported when
she explained her ‘ideal’ approach to introducing new content to a class,
Logically – start at the beginning and finish at the end.
Brainstorm, teacher talk and model, independent work, paired or group
work.
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Unit should follow Bloom’s taxonomy with adequate remedial/extension
work. (response to interview questions, Sept. 2004)

Together, these responses provide a clear indication of Carmen’s desire for a particular
mode of organisation and the constitution of her self as a teaching subject. Whilst
students (and even parents) are mentioned in her written responses, the teacher is
foregrounded in most of these statements, as either the creator of the curriculum,
deliverer of the content, or moderator of the relationship. As the Middle School team
was established to operate as a group, her contrasting ideology often placed Carmen at
odds with the ethos of the team. Many of her responses in the group were protective of
her ability to make independent choices and, at times, were hostile toward the pedagogy
promoted within a middle schooling framework. In her written response she accused the
team of “trying to invent the wheel in every unit, every subject” and cited “differences of
opinion” when describing challenges faced in the team.
Carmen’s desire to complete a task “logically” did not fit easily with the process of
program development in the time frame available. It also did not align with some of the
ideals of pedagogy promoted within the team. As a result, she was frequently in
opposition to other members of the team and would become argumentative and even
combative when it was clear that hers was a lone voice for a particular point of view.
However, Carmen did have a substantial knowledge of content, and was instrumental in
the development of programs and resources during the end of that year. In certain
discussions, she had much to share and, despite her disagreement, had read a great deal
of middle schooling literature which she shared with the team.
The following excerpt is the final response she gave me for the interview questions. In it,
she tears apart my question (which did not end up being delivered in this particular way
during face to face interviews) and presents a clear statement of her position with regard
to the initiative,
SH: Have you held on to specific beliefs and practices despite these being
alternate to Middle School ideologies? Why?
C: “Held on to” has a derogatory connotation – implies that past beliefs and
practices have no or outdated value and that “new and modern” ideology as
practised in Middle School is the preferred manner of teaching – no further
comment. (response to interview questions, Sept. 2004)
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I had not considered my question to be so biased/positioned when I sent it to her (or I
would have surely modified it, knowing who I was sending it to), and I was extremely
confronted on first reading her response. I thought that I had deeply offended her and I
would have a battle to face, but when I went to explain and apologise, she brushed aside
my concern and said, “You know how I feel. You know what I’m like”, almost as a
request to disregard her evident aggression in the comment (research journal, Oct. 2004).
However, this response also reflected her ability to find problems and, later in my
leadership of the Middle School, I came to expect this type of approach and rely on her
insight to recognise difficulties with any new proposal for the team.
It could be easy for me (and the reader) to position Carmen solely by her resistance. But
she was more than that. Outside of her responses, and even beyond the early months of
the Middle School, it became clear that much of her resistance masked a different
subjectivity, one that did situate her as a ‘caring teacher’ and even ‘innovative’ in her
approach to curriculum. She designed interesting, integrated tasks and was instrumental
in developing resources to support the programs. She developed strong relationships
with her students and members of the team and would even provide food for certain
staff events. She demonstrated moments of great compassion for her peers and, whilst
her directness was still highly confronting and provoking at times, her extreme responses
came to be positioned by team members as ‘that’s just Carmen’ over the period of
several years that she was on the team. Brett, in reflecting on the three terms of the
Middle School that had passed at the time of our interview, described Carmen’s
contribution to the team in the following way, “It’s been great this year to see how other
people operate really closely, people like Carmen that are very controlled and structured
– and needs that. And I really respect her for that. Her class is so well behaved”
(interview, Aug. 2004).
As the last member of the team to be discussed (myself), I can only draw on my own
recollections and reflections for the following analysis. I would suggest that I was
invested in the subjectivity of a ‘creative teacher’, who valued flexibility, hard work and
relationships with students. I had joined the Middle School committee out of curiosity,
but I joined the teaching team because I had come to believe that middle schooling was
an opportunity to put all of the ideas I had gathered into practice. As my main teaching
experience had been as an Art teacher, I had not had the same structured requirements
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placed upon my teaching of content in Year Seven as had some of the other team
members in other faculties (particularly English). Additionally, as most of the work
produced in an Art classroom was, by necessity, student-centred project work, I felt
comfortable and familiar with the types of learning promoted by middle schooling
principles. I was keen to expand my subject experiences (although, by this time, I had
already moved into teaching History and Society and Culture in other year groups) and I
believed that I would be able to embody creative teaching in the Middle School context.
Similarly to Fiona, I looked forward to having my own space in which to feel a sense of
ownership and, like others on the team, the opportunity to get to know a group of girls
in a richer way. In the following section I examine my own role and subjectivities more
closely and the positioning I adopted on the team.

Leading from the Middle
The Middle School could not continue as an entity in the school under the direct
leadership of the assistant principal. It was understood (and evident) that he could not
run the team from his executive role, and a new leader, who would provide “separate
leadership for curriculum in Year 7 and 8” (The Case for Middle School at SEC:
Discussion Paper, 2003), would be appointed to the team. However, the assistant
principal continued to play a key role in the concretisation of the object. He coordinated
meetings, organised and directed planning days, and provided further examples of
middle schooling in different contexts. In particular, he arranged for the team to visit
another school that was utilising key components and principles of the model that had
been chosen for SEC. This visit provided members of the team with an actual picture of
what could be possible, and played a contingent function in the ongoing process of
curriculum development. Alison described this day as giving her a concrete example of
how a Middle School classroom could operate, “I did learn [a lot] from [the other
school] – one of the teachers in particular really inspired me, just by looking at the work
he did with his class and how active they were in the classroom” (interview, Aug. 2004).
At the beginning of the following term, the position of a coordinator to “lead a team of
dedicated teachers responsible for the Middle School” was publicly advertised outside of
the school. The advertisement became a statement of position for the Middle School at
SEC, and the opening paragraph announced,
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Saint Elizabeth College is embarking upon an ambitious and exciting
development in teaching and learning in the middle years. Our Middle
School, commencing with Year 7 2004, will provide students with a lifecentred and engaging experience of learning growing out of international
best practice. (SEC, Middle School Coordinator advertisement, Oct. 2003)

At first, I did not consider applying for this position, as the advertisement clearly stated a
requirement of “experience in a middle school environment, preferably in a leadership
role”. As I had neither of those criteria, I did not feel that I would be considered for the
job. In addition, I believed that an external applicant would be a welcome influence and
come to the team with suggestions and experiences about middle schooling that none of
us possessed. However, both the assistant principal and the curriculum coordinator
suggested I apply. I knew I could satisfy the requirement of “a thorough background in
Middle School theory and practice” as, in addition to my involvement on the committee,
I had been gathering data and research in preparation for my proposal for this thesis.
Both of these executive leaders confirmed that I would definitely get an interview, as was
the practice for any current member of staff applying for externally advertised positions,
so I applied. All three assistant principals helped in some way with my application, either
with interview structure, content, or preparation. I can only speculate as to their
motivations for this support, although they all stated to me on separate occasions that I
would be ‘good’ for the position.
Following an intimidating interview process with three high status interviewers, the
principal, the assistant principal and the principal of a nearby Catholic school, I returned
to my role on the team and the process of developing the Middle School with the group.
I was certainly surprised (and excited) when I was told a few days later that I had been
successful in my application and would lead the Middle School team of teachers,
commencing in 2004 (the following year). However, as I was already at the school and a
member of the team, my role would begin on the day it was announced to staff in 2003.
I had less than one day to adjust to my new position and, when I worked with the
Middle School team later that day, I felt strangely disconnected as I was no longer one of
‘them’.
My positioning within the team was subsequently altered. While I was congratulated with
what felt like genuine sentiment, there was a shift in the power relations amongst the
team. Both the assistant principal and team members now turned to me to make
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decisions about themes, tasks, rooming, programs and other elements, and it was
expected that I would now become the spokesperson for any public presentations about
the Middle School. The assistant principal and the Mathematics coordinator began
treating me as an ‘equal’ in the hierarchy of access to information, with the assistant
principal even drawing me into his office to discuss a confidential matter at one point,
saying, “well, I can tell you this now that you are a senior manager” (research journal,
Nov. 2003).
Although I had acted as a leader within the committee, it did not seem to me like ‘real’
leadership, and I always felt more like one of the team than one of the leaders. However,
I had now been granted a sovereign position and I needed to draw upon resources of
sovereign authority in the constitution of my ‘self’ as leader of the team. I was now a
leader both amongst the group and in the school hierarchy and so, under the continuing
‘nuanced leadership’ of the assistant principal, I began to lead the initiative from the
‘middle’. This leadership involved tasks such as developing resources, promoting the
Middle School, managing staff, negotiating with KLA coordinators, as well as
establishing my own sovereign authority and credibility in the social and professional
space of SEC.
However, the primary focus for my leadership at this stage of the development of the
Middle School, particularly given the time frame, was to develop a set of programs for
the KLA areas of English, HSIE and Religion, ready to teach in the following year.
Despite their initial reluctance to hand over responsibility with my appointment as
Middle School coordinator, the English and HSIE coordinators had agreed to support
the Middle School with the inclusion of their subjects in the initiative, which required
them to relinquish their sole accountability for curriculum for Year Seven in their subject
areas. For the HSIE coordinator, his initial concern had been with “the [correct teaching
of the] skills [for my subject] “, but “letting go was easy” because “being able to let go
can be a relief for a KLA coordinator” (interview, Mar. 2005). The English coordinator
shared similar concerns about “people who weren’t English teachers, teaching English”,
but admitted that “I was a bit lazy, I suppose ... I thought good, let her do it, it’s great for
me not to have to worry about Year Seven so much” (interview, Sept. 2005). The
Religion coordinator, the third faculty included in the Middle School, did not want any
changes to happen to her curriculum at all, as she had “just finished writing new
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programs” across her department. She consequently made her position clear, stating, “if
you’re going to change them, I can’t help you” (research journal, Jan. 2004). For the
assistant principal, these responses opened up the possibilities for the Middle School
coordinator to work “directly with the eight teachers involved to … shape the
curriculum the way we want” (interview, Aug. 2008). This, in turn, provided
opportunities for all of the team members to become leaders in different ways, as
‘pioneers’ within a traditional educational setting.

Getting the Job Done
The future form that the Middle School would take was contingent on the actions of the
Middle School team. It was the task of this group to create a set of teaching materials
ready for the first intake of Middle School students at SEC. As there was such a large
volume of work to be completed in a short space of time, this was a very intensive
process and team members worked together regularly in both structured planning days
and pockets of time that were available. As a result, team members developed a very
close working relationship very quickly and, for some, this proved to be one of the more
difficult aspects of this stage of the initiative. Different working styles and subjectivities
came together in ways that enhanced the achievements of one smaller working group,
yet caused tension and discord in another. The effects of these coalescing or competing
subjectivities will be discussed in this section as I trace team relations while they “just got
the job done” (Rebecca interview, Sept. 2004) to create ‘the model we could most live
with’.
The following is a brief list of what ‘getting the job done’ actually entailed for the team.
However, it is not the place here to construct a detailed account of the completion of
every action and task by the team. That would necessitate an extensive analysis of a vast
quantity of data that is beyond the limits of this thesis. What I have provided instead is a
summarised list of the many expectations placed on the team to be ready with a set of
programs by the end of that school year (which was approximately six weeks away):
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•

Continued reading of middle schooling practice and pedagogy.

•

Mapping the content, skills and outcomes of existing programs.

•

Constructing new program formats.

•

Devising a set of themes to enable opportunities for integration across subjects.

•

Mapping out a scope and sequence for the whole year across all three subjects.

•

Writing/revising programs and developing resources for Term 1, 2004.

The requirement to complete all of these tasks generated a great deal of productive
activity and the team worked with each other through a range of tense situations and
timelines. As a result, the ‘team’ became an identifiable object in the school and was
frequently referenced by all participants in the interview data.
However, the team was only given four professional development days together to work
on developing all of these programs and resources. On one of these days we visited
another school, and two of the days were spent offsite and run by the Middle School
coordinator from that school. As a result, only one day was available to the team to
specifically work on developing units of work. The remainder of the time required for
this task was ‘found’ by team members by having classes ‘covered’ for small groups to
work on a specific task, by individuals and groups working through their free periods
(often at the expense of other tasks required in their teaching roles), and by staff coming
into school early or staying late to generate the required texts. This created significant
pressure for all team members, and many cited “time” as one of the challenges faced in
the ability to develop meaningful programs and resources.
For Rebecca, “the main difficulty … [was] time, because middle school is just such a
great opportunity to do so many things, but the irony of it is we didn’t have time to plan
all those wonderful things” (interview, Sept. 2004). Fiona shared a similar sentiment
when she recognised that “what we’re trying to create takes time”, but that “sometimes
it’s hard to tie those knots because you don’t have the time to do it” (interview, Sept.
2004). She also noted the impact of the dedication to the Middle School on her teaching
practice, in terms of the great deal of time devoted to “working stuff out in our ‘frees’
[free periods] – we just had so much paperwork and stuff to get through, and so, yeah, it
did take time that we were not really given”. This was also reflected in Brett’s comment
that, “Now that does impact on your teaching, it does impact on your amount of lesson
time and planning that you have to do” (interview, Aug. 2004). As pointed out by Fiona,
“we were all teaching too”.
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Being involved in the Middle School as a part of the teaching team was much bigger and
more complicated that team members had imagined. This led to disappointment that we
didn’t have the time to realise the opportunities it presented, and pressure and tensions
sometimes ran high. Some staff, such as Alison and Lynne, described the effects of these
competing subjectivities on themselves and within the team. Alison stated that “my main
challenge was to work in a group because I - normally, being the organised one that I am
- if I work on my own I know things are going to get done”. However, she equally
recognised that “I enjoy listening to what other people have to say. I enjoy working in a
team and ... I’ve always enjoyed getting things from other people” (interview, Aug.
2004), reflecting investments that caused competing interests for her in this situation,
those of both ‘organised’ and ‘team player’. She situated the cause for this competition in
the nature of the team, “trying to listen to what everybody wanted to do and put all of
that into place was impossible. And trying to share ideas because everyone was so, you
know, we were all just so keen, that was really difficult”.
Lynne also noted the effects of “teachers who were enthusiastic, and who wanted to do
it all, and who came in gangbusters at the beginning” in generating some of the tension
between the members of the group. In particular, she identified herself as one of those
staff, who had a ‘hissy fit’ about certain aspects in the development of programs,
I wanted to go and I wanted to work in with everybody, but I know in the
beginning I sort of was pushing that - in History, I had the little History
thing – History hissy fit – the hissy fit. It was a hissy fit. And I understood
that, but all I was trying to do, was balance it. (interview, Sept. 2004)

Despite wanting to be a ‘team player’, Lynne felt compelled to protect the integrity of
her subject, a stance shared by several on the team. This led to a common situation of
tension amongst certain team members in the program development phase of the
initiative.
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7.2 A Network of Words and Sentences
The Model We Can Most Live With
As a result of the actions of the Middle School team, the object of the Middle School
became increasingly populated with “words and sentences” (Foucault, 1972 p. 42). I
have applied this Foucauldian term terminology here to describe what is known about,
what is said about, and what constitutes the object in this particular context. These
words and sentences were inscribed across the surface of the Middle School, and were
made up of actual texts, statements in the discourse, events, spaces in the school and,
now, subjects to construct and teach it. Through interactions with other objects,
relations and subjectivities, the Middle School could now be defined as a real and
concrete object that was named, known, supported and debated.
The directive to create programs and materials provided for the team a singular goal of
production. The focus on a specific type of curriculum, a Middle School curriculum,
provided particular criteria for its development, different from traditional forms of
curriculum at SEC. The words and sentences of transition, authentic assessment, rich
learning, differentiation, technology, resilience, engagement, and student-centred learning
influenced, constructed and emerged from the object. The curriculum now formed a
part of its definition. As engagement had already been established as a problem to be
addressed, the team developed the curriculum with that goal in mind. However, the
direction this would take, and the means of getting there were at this stage not yet
known. As Fiona pointed out,
you’ve got eight people or whatever trying to head in the same direction but
we’re trying to work out what is the direction, what is the process, what is
the best process, what’s the best way to do it. (interview, Sept. 2004)

Fiona’s comment reflects the uncertainty that was expressed by several staff, including
myself. It seemed in many ways that we were ‘feeling our way in the dark’ as we tried to
first, determine our direction and then, the ‘best way’ to get there. It was in this way that
the Middle School team ‘wrote the story’ that became the Middle School at SEC.
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One of the tasks for the team was to find links and areas of commonality across the
three subjects of the Middle School in order to construct experiences that allowed the
Middle School teachers to draw out these connections for students. Although the chosen
model (‘the model we can most live with’) did not foreground integration as a main
feature, it did identify that it could include “curriculum modelled on any one of a
continuum of integrated approaches” (The Case for Middle School Reform at SEC:
Discussion Paper, 2003) as a possibility. Drawing on the experiences of Grace with the
gifted class, and with the acceptance of some members of the team as well as the
assistant principal, an approach that enabled curriculum to connect across different
subject areas was adopted. As recognised by Grace, “I knew that even if they didn’t
endorse integration, it is unavoidable when you are teaching students across subjects”
(interview, Sept. 2004).
The implicit move towards integration was supported by the assistant principal, “well, if
integration happens, then that’s just a natural result of the process” (research journal,
Nov. 2003). During one of our one-on-one meetings, he explained that, although we
couldn’t write the integration directly into our programs as we didn’t have the “mandate”
to do so, there was “nothing to stop us creating situations for [integration] to occur
organically” (research journal, Nov. 2003). This meant that the three leaders associated
with the Middle School (which now included myself) were supportively positioned
around these ‘sentences’ of integration. As a result of the power effects of this
endorsement, the team began to follow a more active approach toward integration than
the model decided by the whole school on the professional development day. This was
also made more possible by the active withdrawal of the KLA coordinators from direct
involvement in the creation of the Middle School curriculum.
For some on the Middle School team, this disengagement by their KLA leaders resulted
in feelings of abandonment. For example, for Fiona, it provided evidence that the
coordinators had little faith in the team’s capacity for “reinventing or recreating”
pedagogy for the middle years. This left her feeling unsupported and disconnected from
the faculties with regard to the process of constructing a new curriculum, “there’s that
… structural sort of detachment from us – so that’s been hard” (interview, Sept. 2004).
For others, like Rebecca, the coordinator’s detachment provided ‘freedom’, and the
opportunity to create and ‘fiddle’ with teaching materials until they were a perfect ‘fit’.
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Such an opportunity to design curriculum without being “under inspection every step of
the way” meant that she could “play with” programs and feel a sense of ownership over
the final product.
Despite this ‘freedom’, we did not create integrated programs for the Middle School.
However, we did make sure that each term had at least one substantially integrated
project that connected at least two of the three subject areas. We organised our terms
thematically, to encourage this organic integration and we structured each term so that it
began with a two week introduction to the theme. These were to operate as ‘mini-units’
outside of any specific syllabus documents; they were fully integrated across all three
subjects in order to establish the groundwork for these connections to be made more
readily throughout the term. The themes we chose for our first year were: Identity and
Difference; When Worlds Collide; Global Communities; and Struggle and Solution. In a
letter sent home to parents at the beginning of 2004, these themes were promoted in the
following way,
It is through these themes that we aim to address important issues regarding
the transition from childhood to adolescence, from primary school to high
school and from Year Seven to Year Eight. They will also provide for the
meaningful study of subject specific content and allow us to take advantage
of student interest in particular real world events, such as an exploration of
the Olympic Games and Ancient Greece.

To begin the year in 2004, our theme would be ‘Identity and Difference’. This unit name
came from a Society and Culture area of study (a New South Wales Higher School
Certificate course), as both Alison and myself were Society and Culture teachers and
most of us agreed it was broad enough to encompass all three subjects, yet specific
enough to devise meaningful work under its umbrella. We also discussed how it would
provide a useful place to start for a group of Year Seven students transitioning from
primary school, in search of their identity in SEC as a new and possibly overwhelming
place.
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the existing curriculum, we systematically
deconstructed the BOS Syllabus documents and SEC programs to uncover elements of
commonality. This process was one of the more tedious, yet important, jobs we
undertook because it allowed us to map the common outcomes of the different subjects
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in a table that I had prepared for the purpose. As all on the team were teachers of either
English or HSIE (or both) and almost all had taught Religion before, I created smaller
teams with representatives from each faculty to work on developing tasks and resources
together. Each smaller ‘working party’ had a combination of staff who had familiarity
with the content, skills and practices of their subject to be deconstructed. Each team was
given a particular task to complete and resources to develop so that we could bring them
together as a whole to be ready, if not for the whole year, then at least for Term One.
Specific content from each program was aligned and rearranged to construct
connections and common skills were programmed so that they only needed to be taught
once. The limits that circumscribed the different subject areas were disturbed by this
process and new limits were formed and made concrete through the detailed scope and
sequence we prepared to align with the themes. However, these new limits were, as later
described by Fiona, a lot more ‘fluid’ and open to modification than the previously solid
boundaries of traditional subject areas and the new programs did not follow the same
structure and sequences as before.
Different staff responded differently to this process, although all involved themselves
intensely in the preparation of materials. Lynne, a teacher of both History and English,
commented on the connections she was able to find,
So, I did see it in – History and English are very literary - you do write about
it, you read about it. There’s always seems to be an overlap with English
and History, in some way, because you can express historical material in
terms of English techniques, and skills, and genres, and texts. (interview,
Sept. 2004)

She saw this overlap as a ‘natural’ feature of both of these subjects. She also commented
at different points throughout the development of programs that she found this process
“easy”. The positivity with which she viewed the undertaking became a motivating factor
for others on the team.
When Alison was asked about how her working party had been able to find these
connections across the subjects, she responded, “Well, because we were looking for it –
because we were focusing on three main subject areas: on being able to integrate the
content in each of those subjects in some way through the themes”. For Alison, finding
areas of commonality was a simple process, once she started actively ‘looking’ to see
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where they existed. She presented this as an unproblematic process, and her pragmatic
approach kept team members focused on the purpose of the group at this stage. Fiona
described the ‘fluidity’ of the curriculum and the process as an aid to creativity and a
challenge to dominant perceptions. She summarised her view of the many factors that
affected the curriculum in the following statement,
[C]reating a middle school curriculum thematically is a lot more fluid,
definitely fluid, and that’s why some of us, at that point were like, ‘how do
we get our brain around this?’. Whether it’s creating it or, you know,
applying it. Yeah, and things overlap, but the good thing about it is that you
can shape it, you can shape it to fit what we’re trying to do here, and you
can shape it in a creative way, and that’s what I was hoping for, and I think
we’ve done that to a great extent. But creating something that is fluid flies
in the face of what some people think the curriculum is. (interview, Sept.
2004)

This fluidity was to be a characteristic of the curriculum and the process for the whole
first year of implementation. It was also a significant challenge for some on the team as
the uncertainty of the process and the lack of concrete programs beyond the first term
left some feeling less than prepared. However, despite ongoing tension and instances of
resistance, the team became united through the intensity of the operation and the Middle
School had now reached a point where it could be ready for implementation.

Confronting the Critics
The Middle School team had been working hard to move the object to a point of
implementation. The assistant principal, and many staff outside of the team, made
frequent references to the effort and commitment of members in the group (research
journal, Nov. 2004). I received many comments of inquiry and support, with staff often
curious about what we were doing and how we were getting there. Alison also noted the
supportive recognition she had received from some staff, which enhanced her feeling of
positivity for the initiative,
I think that they’ve seen that, people on staff generally have seen that we
have been working hard to you know introduce a curriculum that is very
middle school. Like we’ve just followed the ideals of middle school ... We
haven’t taken the easy road and they know that. (interview, Aug. 2004)
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For team members to be validated as hardworking by others in the school either
enhanced their existing subjectivities or allowed them to construct an alternative sense of
self that that positioned them as persistent and diligent. For some Middle School team
members, they had not occupied this subject-position at SEC in the past and this
generated a repositioning of team subjectivities, both within the group and in the
broader perceptions of staff at the school. This reinforcement by other staff also served
to encourage team members (including myself) to continue the ‘hard work’ and aim
toward the construction of a curriculum that was, as recognised earlier by Fiona, “the
best we could possibly do” (interview, Sept. 2004).
However, the Middle School continued to encounter criticism. To many outside of the
team, who did not have the same ‘big picture’ as Middle School team members, the
process and its ‘fluidity’ appeared disorganised and messy. Although they could see that
we were working hard, for some staff, it seemed to be a pointless and fruitless effort
(research journal, Nov. 2003). Although they had nothing to do with the Middle School
and would not be impacted by its introduction, they continued to fault the initiative and
express this regularly in different contexts. This impacted on the team in two different
ways. Some, including the assistant principal, felt disheartened by the continued
negativity and he explained how “there were some times when I was a bit, not dejected,
but a little bit discouraged by the reaction of the staff” (interview, Aug. 2008). Alison
also noted this difficulty when she commented that “there are a lot of cynics out there
and it’s hard to, you know, put on a brave face and continue to be positive” (interview,
Aug. 2004). Fiona expressed bemusement at their reactions, questioning the motivations
behind continued “hostility” when she reflected, “they’ll never become part of it - it’s
not in their realm anyway, which is kind of a contradiction, so why should they even
care?” (interview, Sept. 2004).
Despite these feelings of confusion or discouragement, for most on the team, this
negativity only served to reinforce their commitment to the Middle School. Brett
denounced the criticism of certain staff, which he identified as deriving from their
commitment to tradition,
There was very much a perception that it had to be a success for the older,
more senior teachers because otherwise they would rip it to bits because it’s
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something new and therefore something that, if they weren’t doing it for
thirty years, why do you need to do it? (interview, Aug. 2004)

Fiona also recognised this commitment to tradition as a source for criticism of the
initiative when she spoke of the negative ‘rumblings’ she overheard in staff rooms,
[T]here was a whole lot of disharmony and disenchantment at first, you
know, you’d just hear all the rumblings in the staffroom like, ‘oh here we go
again’, you know, ‘here’s another new ..’ (and they all say that sarcastically) ‘..
a new idea’, you know, ‘we’ve done it before’ – yeah, get lost! (interview,
Sept. 2004)

In this statement Fiona expressed her frustration at the continued negativity by some
staff. Her use of the phrase ‘get lost’, directed at these ‘old guard’ critics, represented a
clear break with her own attachment to the past and her investment in her new
subjectivity as a middle school teacher. She also later identified the ways in which her
subject-position was constituted by critics, “it’s sort of become problematic, socially at
times because all of a sudden you’re sort of labelled as ‘one of those’, you know?”.
However, the team drew together and became more united in their defence of the
Middle School. Throughout the interviews there were repeated references to the
pronoun “we”, which became a collective categorisation of solidarity for the group.
Alison affirmed, “I think we’ve been stronger than the cynics” while Rebecca stated that
“we did a lot of work with creating programs” in defence of critical comments. Brett
identified support from the team as leading to the situation that “we don’t feel as isolated
… we’re part of a team now” when explaining the defensive position he took toward
“staff perceptions about Middle School - you know the little jokes … about Middle
School”. Fiona also recounted instances of advocacy for the Middle School, where she
“said things to stand up for Middle School … and nip [criticism] in the bud” because “at
first I would, just, over hearing something, just listen”. She explained that this change in
attitude was brought on by the critics’ actions and comments. She said, “if anything …
[the criticism has] made me more passionate about Middle School because you just start
to … see the possibilities within, you know within the structure and, you know the good
that’s coming out of it” and, from Fiona’s point of view, the critics could be dismissed
because “they don’t know”.
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Sentences and words criticising the Middle School became an ongoing feature in
relations amongst staff. They constituted a continuing debate between ‘them’ and ‘us’, a
situation that characterised the early months of the Middle School’s existence. However,
with two key sovereign players (the principal and assistant principal) on ‘our’ the side,
the Middle School was associated with powerful discourses and relations in the school.
For example, in one incident, the assistant principal drew upon his sovereign power to
attempt to silence a highly vocal critic. He recounted this incident during our interview,
And my response was ‘we’ve moved along way down the road and we have
a group of people who are prepared to support it, including eight people
who are going to be on the team. I’m not asking you to be on the team and
so really it’s not going to concern you directly anyway and it’s happening
anyway so you might as well either come on board or not say anything about
it’. (Aug. 2008)

Even though the critics were not silent following this encounter, a “critical mass” had
been reached and the critics’ voices became far less important as “we’re too far down the
track now [for them to change anything about it]” (assistant principal interview, Aug.
2008).
At the time of our interview, after the Middle School had been in operation for almost
three school terms, in a final comment of triumph, Alison stated, “And cynics, well
we’ve just proven them wrong, so who cares” (interview, Aug. 2004).

The Final Threshold
As an object in the discourse of middle schooling at SEC, the Middle School had
reached a point where it contained all of the key criteria to be implemented as a concrete
object. It had executive support, teaching programs, a physical location, and a group of
teachers ready to implement it. It was now waiting for the final element to enact the next
stage of the process, students to fill the empty space and engage with the object as a
living curriculum. The discourse of middle schooling had reached (but not crossed) the
threshold of formalisation (Foucault, 1972), a point beyond which it could construct its
own ‘discourse of tradition’, define its own limits and be granted recognised status in the
context of the school. There would be many steps, over a period of years, to be
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undertaken to reach this status. However, it was at this transitional boundary between
the discursive and the enacted Middle School, that three particular steps were taken on
the path to formalisation: the Middle School was utilised as a promotable object, the
Middle School team were formally recognised as ‘something special’, and the assistant
principal and I provided feedback to the whole staff about the Middle School at the
brink of implementation.
To become a formalised object, the Middle School needed to have an identifiable
existence. One step toward this was for it to become an advertisable feature in the
promotion of the school. The principal had stated her goal, in the early stages of
investigation, that the Middle School would become “a significant drawcard for potential
enrolments” (interview, Sept. 2005), and the assistant principal confirmed that
‘promotion’ was an important step for the development of the initiative (research
journal, Jan. 2004). During our interview, the assistant principal described executive
plans about what could be done with the object at this point of its development to
further enhance its concrete identity.
[W]e can put [the Middle School] in a brochure, and we can talk about it at
parent information night and we can put the Middle School coordinator up
there who can talk about what a wonderful thing engagement in the Middle
School is, and rich assessment, and all of that. (interview, Aug. 2008)

These actions were, indeed, put into effect at the beginning of the following year. They
became strategies of promotion for both the object and the school, while simultaneously
formalising the Middle School and its status at SEC.
A second step in the formalisation of the object was to recognise and promote the
Middle School team. The assistant principal had stated that one of his goals had been to,
To get eight or nine people on board, to nurture them and celebrate them
and hold them up as being very, very special. To give them things that other
teachers didn’t have. (interview, Aug. 2008)

This comment was made in association with comments about the critics, and he
described this action as a way to minimise their importance and influence on the team.
One means by which to do this was to align team members with an element of the
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discourse of tradition. Prayer and religious ceremonies were regularly used at the school
to signify elements of great importance, and it was through a religious ceremony that the
Middle School team were ‘commissioned’ to enact a directive from God in their new
roles. The assistant principal suggested that by promoting the team as having higher
status in the school, the Middle School would gain greater power against the resistors,
and this commissioning ceremony became a statement in that endeavour.
In the final staff mass of the year, the Middle School team were called to the altar in the
church. We were given a ‘Middle School candle’ that had been specifically created for
this purpose, as well as an embossed and monogrammed ‘Middle School folder’ to begin
our journey as Middle School teachers. We were prayed for, and blessed by the priest,
two symbols of great importance in a religious community. We were ‘made special’
through these actions, and in the principal’s prayer we were compared to Jesus, through
our “compassion, humility, and a sincere devotion to the wellbeing of others”. Other
staff were also given a specific role to play, through the prayer that was written for them
to recite, as they asked for divine help to “bless us as we encourage and support” the
team in this undertaking. As a team, we were recognised and ‘celebrated’ as the second
step of formalisation for the Middle School.
The third step occurred through the presentation of an update at a whole staff meeting
on the last day of the school year. At this meeting, the assistant principal and I gave an
overview of rooming, themes, and the tasks and programs that had been created by the
team. This became another act of promotion, to position the Middle School as a
concrete object and to encourage greater support through familiarity. On this last day of
school, the mood of the meeting was positive and even a little buoyant, and even the
critics did not have much to say. Our promotion of the object was met with little
resistance and, although we were to continue to encounter criticism and negative
comments in the year ahead, on this day, we felt encouraged and positive about the task
before us. The Middle School had become an acknowledged object for the future of
SEC and all staff had some idea of what it would involve in the following year. At the
conclusion of the presentation, we played a short video of informal interviews I had
conducted with the team prior to the day, asking them just two questions: ‘What is it that
you are looking forward to in the Middle School next year?’ and ‘What is it that you are
apprehensive about?’.
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The responses to the first question revealed common ground amongst the team. Most
team members (except for Carmen and Rebecca) described how they were looking
forward to working as a part of a team in the following year. They explained this in
relation to the intensity of the process they had just completed and indicated a high
degree of connection to the team and recognition of the positive aspects of working in
such a situation. All team members said they were looking forward to working with Year
Seven and developing a closer relationship with a group of students. Carmen and Lynne
identified ‘getting to know parents’ as a benefit of this deepening relationship, while
Rebecca, Brett and Fiona spoke of the ‘energy’, ‘fun’ and ‘excitement’ that working with
Year Seven would allow. Several team members also indicated the ability to ‘own’ a
teaching space as a positive feature, even though the interviews were filmed in drab,
empty rooms that were waiting to be redecorated over the summer break. Fiona and
Alison even pointed directly to particular elements in their rooms, indicating what they
planned to do with their space. Together, these interviews promoted a positive,
enthusiastic energy in regard to the initiative and presented to the staff body a ‘team’ of
like-minded teachers who were ready to embark upon the next step.
In response to the question about their apprehensions, more diversity was apparent.
Lynne had no hesitations about the year to come, despite her active rejection of
involvement in the beginning. Alison was ‘scared’ that the class dynamics would be
negative in some way while Brett was ‘afraid’ of failure, which would be signified by his
class not loving high school by the end of a year with him. The Mathematics coordinator
was concerned about how to provide a stimulating environment for ‘weaker students’
and I was especially nervous about leading the team and ‘doing as good a job as I hope I
can’. Carmen, who had demonstrated resistance to many of the middle schooling ideas,
stated that she had ‘no apprehensions – I’m thoroughly looking forward to it!’ and could
not wait to meet her new students and start on the variety of subjects she would get to
teach. Fiona was ‘worried’ about maintaining student interest all of the time, while
Rebecca was ‘anxious’ about stepping outside of her ‘comfort zone’ and into the
‘unknown’.
These responses reflected the subjectivities drawn upon by each individual on the team
as they described their relationship with the Middle School and themselves as
‘confident’, ‘nervous’, ‘excited’ or ‘caring’ teachers in this context. Their subjectivities
304

had been reinforced or remodelled during the few months of Middle School
development. These statements reflect the subject positions of a particular group of
subjects, the Middle School team, with particular expectations and concerns and a
particular set of subjectivities brought to the group, as contingent elements of the Middle
School at SEC. Through this chapter I have shown how particularities of self, subject
and subjectivity were drawn together in the constitution of this group as a ‘team’. At the
beginning of the chapter, I defined the self as a ‘constituted agent’, with a capacity to act,
and team members enacted this capacity for choice and action as they constituted
themselves on the team. I defined the subject as a ‘social product’, and the individuals on
the team were able to align themselves with particular subject positions within the
boundaries of ‘possibility’ in the social space. I defined subjectivity as ‘positional
practice’ and, through this practice, team members actively drew on particular
subjectivities in the constitution of their new identities as ‘Middle School team members’
in the broader context of the school.

Conclusion
Foucault has said of power that it is productive. In the relations between power,
resistance, subjectivities and objects that had occurred to this point in the development
of the initiative, a new object had come into being, the Middle School at SEC. This
process enabled the production of new objects, practices, traditions, relations, concepts,
ideas and structures. In these few months the object moved from being purely discursive
at the conclusion of the staff development day (Chapter 6), to having individual teachers
as subjects, and concrete materials as curriculum, associated with its identity. In this
chapter I have traced the Middle School as it moved from a decided model to an object
covered in ‘words and sentences’ at the threshold of implementation. Prior to this, it had
been constituted by the conditions of possibility that had formed a space for it to
occupy. A number of key players had shaped its existence and different events,
discourses, object and relations had played a contingent role in its development.
The invitation for teachers to join the Middle School team was one of those
contingencies and the formation of that team became a new condition upon which the
Middle School was formed. This team occupied a key role in the process of development
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and had, at this stage, become the Middle School as they formed the only concrete image
of the label, ‘Middle School’, amongst staff. They spoke about it, wrote it, promoted it
and defended it. As a team, they had shaped and reshaped their subjectivities in
association with one another, the discourse and the object and these subjectivities also
formed a part of the Middle School at SEC. Notions of self, subject positions, and the
subjectivities of these individuals interwove within each team member, and with one
another, and influenced directions, identities and the constitution of new objects in the
discourse. Relations of power and competing subjectivities shaped possibilities within
the operations of the team, and team members came to constitute themselves as the
‘Middle School team’, an identifiable object within the discourse. Through this
alignment, the team became a unit of protection against continued criticism and
resistance. Team members defended the Middle School against external ‘attacks’ and
became more cohesive under threat. The assistant principal drew upon his sovereign
position to further diminish the power of the critics and continued to support the team
in their project of development.
The creation of a set of teaching materials was a key condition for the Middle School to
become possible as an object for implementation. It required programs to teach, tasks to
administer and resources to support teachers and students. In addition to this, the team
had decided to follow a thematic approach to the delivery of content across the three
subject areas. As the whole staff had not chosen a model that featured an integrated
curriculum, yet key players on the team supported this approach, the themes were
employed in a way to enable integration of content and skills without directly writing this
integration into the programs. The Middle School team played a critical role in
constituting these texts, and contributed many hours in a short space of time to
developing them to a point of practical application. The intensity of this process caused
team members to reassess their subjectivities, and certain staff demonstrated their agency
in repositioning their relationships to themselves, their subject areas, their students, their
teaching styles, and each other.
Through the interrelationship of these subjectivities, positions and selves, I have shown
how the Middle School became a concrete object for promotion in the context of SEC.
As an aid to the process of formalisation, it was also subject to sovereign promotion in
three different ways. In the first instance, it became an advertisable object that could be
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promoted to future parents as a ‘drawcard for enrolment’. In the second instance, it
could be promoted to staff as an endeavour aligned with the ‘will of God’ and “marked
by the same qualities shown by Jesus in his ministry” (SEC Staff Mass Booklet, Dec.
2003). This associated the Middle School with powerful discourses in the accepted
tradition of the school. In the third instance, it was again promoted to staff, but this time
as a concrete and practical object, ready to be implemented by a group of enthusiastic
and ‘hard working’ staff who now viewed themselves as a ‘team’, ready to implement
what would be known as the Middle School at SEC.
This chapter signals the end of the narrative covered by this thesis. In the following
chapter I return to my earlier positioning as outlined in Chapter 1 and address my
research questions and problems. I will establish my research process as offering an
alternative to more traditional forms of research by teacher practitioners and suggest
new directions for this type of research, as well as further possibilities for study arising
from this thesis.
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Section 3: ‘Suggestions’ for
Conclusion
As I write this conclusion, I realise that I cannot be very conclusive. There are many
loose threads, projects unfinished, data unused, and stories not told. In this thesis I have
constructed just one version of events in a web of interconnected events and I have
chosen to follow a particular path using a framework of my selection, while drawing on
only certain ideas to form my arguments. In adopting a Foucauldian approach, the ‘truth’
of this thesis is contextual and specific to a time and a place, which means that I can only
draw concluding ‘suggestions’, rather than absolute and defining statements. As I have
previously drawn together certain ‘suggestions’ at the end of each chapter, as well as
throughout the body of my research, this conclusion will subsequently become a final
statement of position, in response to the earlier positioning I established in Chapter 1.
This thesis contributes to the fields of educational change, educational leadership, and
middle schooling. I would suggest that it offers an alternative perspective to much of the
literature in these areas, particularly in my treatment of change, my genealogical
application of Foucault, and the micro, ‘insider’ perspective I bring to the study of a
single school. I offer a theoretical account of a change process in a context that more
often draws on traditions of action research for the teacher practitioner. Whilst I have
detailed a particular change, it is not the nature of the change itself that is the focus here.
Rather, it is the conditions that made it possible, the constitution of it as an object, the
changing nature of subject positions and subjectivities, the relations of power that
determined its trajectory, and the leadership practices that were deployed to bring it to a
point of concrete application that are the focus of this analysis. Yet it is not a thesis
solely about leadership either. Although the key players were, indeed, leaders at the
school, and I provided a rich account of the ‘work’ and ‘thought’ (Foucault, 1994) of
these leaders, I did not attempt to describe best practice in leadership or align these
actors with any particular ‘model’ of leadership. Instead, I examined their function as
political and strategic players in the implementation of change. I positioned their
employment of power as productive, in contrast to the frequently repressive and
dominating accounts of the exertion of sovereign power. Nor is this a middle schooling
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thesis, even though it is built around the introduction of a Middle School at SEC. I do
not provide an evaluation of the initiative, nor suggest reasons why it was of benefit in
the context of the school. Rather, middle schooling was the vehicle for my
investigations, and I presented it as a locus of study, around which discourses, objects,
events, conditions, contingencies, key players, and subjectivities were situated.
Over the first few years of the Middle School at SEC, a common phrase was used by
staff at the school in relation to the object: “we implemented a middle school”. As a
statement, it is closed and complete. It provides a seamless and unitary description of a
change process, with no relation to the messiness, uncertainty and strategic nature of the
circumstances that led to, and characterised, this ‘implementation’. Indeed, in this way
change initiatives in many schools are often presented in their exterior sameness, as the
end result of a neat and linear development, giving the external observer a sense of ease
and predictability in regard to the adoption of new ideas in schools. However, change is
not neat, singular or simple. It is characterised by competing ideas, discourses, relations
and subjectivities. It is circular at times and even retrograde at others. It progresses
toward a goal, yet even this is not stable, as goals shift and obstacles appear. Key objects
and players emerge and coalesce around certain points of influence, and contingent
events determine directions and developments. In more linear accounts of change, these
events, objects, players and relations can be lost to the homogeneity of time. Local,
specific and contingent forces that become the ‘truth’ of change are often deemed not
‘important’ or ‘relevant’ enough to be committed to record (or indeed memory). It was
in my desire to highlight these factors that I drew upon Foucault’s (1995) notion of
genealogy to create this “history of the present” (p. 31) and disrupt the singularity of the
term, ‘implementation’.
For those introducing and leading change in schools, the messy detail recorded in this
thesis is the reality, the ‘truth’, if you will, of change. A truth not often recorded, and
even less commonly subject to rigorous and theoretical analysis. However, due to my
sleeper positioning in the context of the school, the volume of data I gathered was
extensive and I had privileged access, not readily available to the externally positioned
researcher utilising traditional, ethnographic practices. This is one of my key
contributions to the field of academic, practitioner research. To those ‘on the ground’ in
schools, the narrative of this thesis could simply seem like a mundane account of the
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everyday life of a school. Yet to the academic ‘outsider’, the richness of this data, the
detail in the narrative, the theoretical grounding of the analysis, and the situated strength
of my investigation should provide a compelling argument for more of this type of
research, to “move beyond the insider-outsider alternative” and “be at the frontiers”
(Foucault, 1984b p. 45) of the boundaries that divide the two.
In his essay, What is Enlightenment?, Foucault (1984b) provides some useful elucidation to
draw on in the construction of this ‘conclusion’. In it, he outlines his notion of the
function of critique and poses the question, “in what is given to us as universal,
necessary, obligatory, what place is occupied by whatever is singular, contingent, and the
product of arbitrary constraints?” (p. 45). In many ways, this question could be taken to
summarise the intent of this thesis, as I have located those contingent events, relations
and objects against the background, historical, conditions of discourse. He labels them as
“historico-critical investigations” (p. 49) which enable us to “grasp the points where
change is possible and desirable, and to determine the precise form this change could
take” (p. 46). In the context of my analysis of middle schooling at SEC for this thesis, I
determined the conditions, events and thresholds that led to the emergence of the
initiative amongst key players, whilst outlining, in micro-analytical detail, the ‘precise
form’ of this change.
In addition, Foucault’s essay advances a series of statements that provide useful
arguments for my next two paragraphs. In the first of these, Foucault draws together
archaeology and genealogy to define the critical approach (an approach I have taken in
my own research). He argues that critique is “genealogical in its design and
archaeological in its method” (p. 46), and goes on to explain the difference. This form of
critique is, he suggests,
Archaeological … in the sense that it will not seek to identify the universal
structures of all knowledge or of all possible moral action, but will seek to
treat the instances of discourse that articulate what we think, say, and do as
so many historical events. And … genealogical in the sense that it will not
deduce from the form of what we are what it is impossible for us to do and
to know; but it will separate out, from the contingency that has made us
what we are, the possibility of no longer being, doing, or thinking what we
are, do, or think. (Foucault, 1984b p. 46)
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Similarly, I used archaeological method to bring together the diverse array of detritus
that was generated in the change process of the ‘implementation’ of middle schooling at
SEC. I drew across this data to identify the surfaces, authorities, discourses and
conditions that constituted the object of the Middle School and located these in relation
to one another amongst the web of events, which my narrative details. It is in the
explication of these relations and contingencies that the genealogical design of my thesis
is apparent, and where the value of this approach can be seen, for the study of particular
educational phenomena, and in its applicability for other contexts.
The second set of statements in Foucault’s essay, useful to this ‘conclusion’, are situated
around the notion of limits. It is at the limits of objects and discourse that work done by
the “experimental” researcher is able to “open up a realm of historical inquiry”, with
research that can “put itself to the test of … contemporary reality” (p. 46). I explored a
range of limits in my research. The limits between the academic and practitioner
researcher. The limits at the boundaries of tradition and progress. The delimitation of
objects and the spaces between them. The shifting borders of subjectivities and subjectpositions. The limits of relations of power/resistance and their constitutive effects. The
thresholds of discourse that moved the Middle School toward a concrete and identifiable
object in the context of SEC. These limits opened the space for genealogical
investigation - they circumscribed, yet did not constrain - and it was my task to tease out
the threads of this limitation to determine how it came to be these particular limits at this
time and in this place. However, despite the seemingly complete nature of this
determination, and even though my investigation has now been committed to concrete
form in this thesis, it is simply one thread, which has alternative propositions, boundaries
and limits of definition. It is through the identification of these limits that it becomes
clear that this research has not reached a ‘conclusion’, but effects a new transition,
especially as, “the theoretical and practical experience that we have of our limits and the
possibility of moving beyond them is always limited and determined; thus we are always
in the position of beginning again” (Foucault, 1984b p. 47).
At the beginning of this thesis, I outlined five problems that would be addressed through
my research. These were the problems of change, the problem of causality, the problem of
the subject, the problem of power, and the problem of representation. Throughout the
arguments presented in my analysis, I have addressed, yet not solved, these problems.
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Indeed, they are problems which have no solution (Niesche, 2011). However, they did
provide methodological directions for my research and framed my collection of data and
the presentation of my arguments. Yet, whilst I cannot solve the issues raised by these
problems, woven throughout the discussion to follow will be an engagement with my
research questions and I will, hopefully, be able to provide a convincing argument that I
have, indeed, answered at least these questions in my thesis. My research questions were:
1. What are the conditions of possibility that enable an idea for change to become
an innovation in a long-standing, traditional, educational institution?
2. How do the strategic and contingent effects of particular leadership practices
enable power to be deployed productively in the constitution of a concrete
curriculum object?
3. What are the effects of the positioning/repositioning of staff subjectivities on
the developing object and in relation to the individuals themselves?
I will now return to these problems and questions in an attempt to describe some of the
key findings in my work and provide somewhat of a more ‘traditional’ account of
‘conclusion’.
Change, on its own, is a simple and unproblematic affair. However, in schools, it never
occurs on its own, as it is subject to competing discourses, relations, subjectivities and
events, and invariably becomes a complicated and messy process. My arguments in this
thesis highlighted this messiness and the means by which key players negotiated the
discursive battlefield, invoking a number of leadership practices to enable the
constitution of a new curriculum object at SEC. In essence, I presented an account of a
change process in a single school. However, it is not merely a change thesis. My hope is
that it provides for others, not a model of best practice, or a checklist to follow, but an
analytical narrative through which certain elements may delineate familiar ground for
some, while illuminating an unfamiliar path for others. I do not wish to simplify or
homogenise the means by which change occurs in schools, which is why Foucault has
been of such use to this analysis. In a similar way to Foucault (1994), “[i]t seemed to me
… that different kinds of changes were taking place … changes that did not occur at the
same level, proceed at the same pace, or obey the same ‘laws’” (p. xii), and I attempted
to describe these different kinds of changes and the specificity of their effects.
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Foucault (1994) has suggested that change should be examined more closely, however, it
is important for the historian of change to avoid their study being “reduced … in either
abruptness or scope” (p. xii). In taking Foucault’s suggestion as a methodological
instruction, I examined the minutiae of this change process, which led me to draw
particular conclusions about implementing change in schools. I also drew on Foucault’s
(1972) notion of thresholds to describe the journey of this change as it crossed the
thresholds of positivity, epistemologisation and scientificity to become a concrete object
at the point of ‘implementation’. The key finding about the problem of change is that
change is something that happens through many forces and that the micro-politics of
power relations have the biggest role to play. Also, introducing change into a longstanding context with a strong commitment to tradition involves a substantial
commitment to changing school culture, garnering the support of key players and
utilising a number of strategies to bring it to a point of acceptance. People and
relationships are critical for sustaining a change. In the case of SEC, it was two key
players as the prime agitators, who caused ripples that were taken up by others to sustain
the development of a new curriculum object. However, as recognised by Foucault
(1994), this change was not attributable to “the genius of an individual, or a new
collective spirit, or even the fecundity of a single discovery” (p. xii). The discourse, and
resultant object, were influenced by all of these factors and, in effect, became a
negotiated discourse that could not be mapped to follow a clear trajectory or predicted
pathway.
From a Foucauldian perspective, to search for a cause for certain practices, events or
initiatives can only lead to “embarrassment” (Foucault, 1994 p. xiii). Rather than
causality, I have determined conditions and contingencies, particularly evident through
my answering of the research question:
What are the conditions of possibility that enable an idea for change to become an innovation in
a long-standing, traditional, educational institution?
These elements are constituted along a continuum and in my investigation I meticulously
examined the conditions of possibility and their contingent effects that led to the
introduction of middle schooling at SEC. This was a much more fruitful approach for
me as a researcher, especially an embedded insider, as it enabled me to analyse my
material and data from a position of constructed distance and apply a rigorous
313

framework of investigation to often highly subjective accounts. As I drew substantially
upon interview data and my own reflections in my research journal, the statements
contained in these were personal, positioned, and presented only one version of events.
In my search for the ‘artefacts of causality’ and their effects, I was able to avoid being
drawn into the subjective narrative, but was able to organise this data to look for
patterns, conditions and contingencies that could be described in the development of
middle schooling at SEC. Like Foucault (1994), “I left the problem of causes to one side;
I chose instead to confine myself to describing the transformations themselves” (p. xiii).
Though not exhaustive, some of the conditions (but not causes) that established
possibilities for a Middle School at SEC were: international and local developments in
the discourse of middle schooling, interest in the discourse by two key players in the
school, ‘transitional’ meetings to present information to staff, the support of a ‘critical’
mass of staff to support its introduction, establishment of particular committees and
teams to investigate and construct the object, defining the models that could form the
Middle School, and a committed group of staff to teach it. Factors which played a
contingent role were: the discourse of tradition, repositioning staff alignments for
acceptance (with existing conditions and accepted discourses and new ideas and
discourses), critical, persuasive documents, external expertise, and shifting subjectivities
and relations of power.
The problem of the subject was a significant element in the writing up of my research, as
I demonstrated how these shifting subject positions and subjectivities played a
contingent role in the development of the object. I addressed this problem through
answering the research question:
What are the effects of the positioning/repositioning of staff subjectivities on the developing object
and in relation to the individuals themselves?
Although I examined the function of key players throughout the thesis, it is particularly
in Chapters 4 and 7 that I directly examined the subject positions and subjectivities of
the larger teams that were formed. Through the description of positional shifts,
strategies and actions, I demonstrated the role of different subjects and the function of
power in their relations. Although Foucault (1984a) argues that “no one is responsible
for an emergence; no one can glory in it” (p. 85), several key players had specific roles in
the introduction of the discourse of middle schooling and the object of the Middle
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School at SEC. When studying the history of scientific discourse, Foucault (1994) also
posed a question that, at first, seems at odds with the previous statement, “Can a valid
history of science be attempted that would retrace from beginning to end … an
anonymous body of knowledge?” (p. xiii). However, I addressed both of these notions
throughout this research. In the first instance, I recognised that many players had a
contingent role in the development and implementation of the object (although some
were more active in its construction). In the second, I assert that the purpose of this
study would be lost, if not for the subjects that constituted this body of knowledge. It
was not an ‘anonymous’ series of change events; rather, it was through the actions of the
subjects involved that the Middle School came to take the particular form that it did in
the context of the school. It was comprised of a range of different actors at all stages of
its development, some of whom were key players and came to hold prominent positions
of influence with regard to the initiative.
Power produces. It produces discourses, relations, objects and positions. Foucault (1995)
states that “[w]e must cease once and for all to describe the effects of power in negative
terms” (p. 194). Power is therefore not simply a mechanism for dominance or regulation,
as a significant volume of current educational research makes of his work. In addressing
the problem of power, this thesis highlights the employment of power in its constitutive
effects, rather than as the means to enact sovereign force in the introduction of a school
based initiative. Foucault (1995) himself poses the question, “Is it not somewhat
excessive to derive such power from the petty machinations of discipline? How could
they [these machinations] achieve effects of such scope?” (p. 194). Instead, it was through
the deployment of power at SEC that new objects appeared, and in the relations of
power that subjectivities were formed. As Foucault (1980b) also recognises, “[Power]
needs to be considered as a productive network which runs through the whole social
body, much more than as a negative instance whose function is repression” (p. 119). I
addressed the problem of power (and the associated notion of leadership) through
answering the question:
How do the strategic and contingent effects of particular leadership practices enable power to be
deployed productively in the constitution of a concrete curriculum object?
The final chapters of my thesis provided an account of the ‘production’ of the Middle
School, a new pedagogical object in a traditional educational setting, as well as new
subjectivities and relations in the discourse.
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Foucault (1980b) states, “What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is
simply the fact that it doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that says no, but that it
traverses and produces things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces
discourse” (p. 119). However, power also produces opportunities for resistance and,
indeed, resistance always exists in relation to power (Foucault, 1978). Through this
relation, resistance becomes a force of production and it was through the interaction of
the forces of power and resistance that the Middle School came into existence in the
discursive space of SEC. It is through this recognition of the ‘dual-production’ effects of
both power and resistance that this thesis provided an alternative account of educational
change, as well as an ethical imperative for school leaders to “monitor themselves against
the misuse of the power of their positions” (Niesche and Haase, 2012) and deploy
power in search of ‘better outcomes for students’.
The problem of representation is one that was dealt with in three ways in this thesis, in
order to provide genealogical distance and to represent myself as teaching as well as
academic practitioner. These three ways were the description of spaces, the repositioning
of a specific form of insider research, and the use of narrative as an analytical device. In
order to represent the objects of discourse, I described and delimited them, by not only
what they were, but what they were not, in relation to one another. In the story of their
emergence, and in drawing on the productive function of power, there exists between
these objects, spaces, the “interstices that separate them” (Foucault, 1972 p. 33) and
from which “reality, … domains of objects and rituals of truth” (Foucault, 1995 p. 194)
emerge. Power operated within these interstices to enable a freedom, for emergences
and ruptures, that led to ‘that which did not exist before’. However, power did not
simply operate in these spaces; I attempted to demonstrate how the spaces themselves
were constructed through its effects and through the relations of objects that defined
them. I also paid “particular attention to those things registered in the interstices of the
text, its gaps and absences” (Foucault, 1977a p. 135) and it was from these spaces that
this thesis emerged, as the product of one player in the relations of power at the site of
study, and a new object in the field of research and scholarship.
As an insider to the site of study, I constructed a particular kind of narrative to represent
both myself and the research. I represented myself as just one thread in the narrative,
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and described my research as a theoretical rather than an ‘action’ based investigation. In
this way, I attempted to represent myself as a sleeper ‘academic’ practitioner and offered
an alternative to many of the accounts of change initiatives conducted by teachers in
schools. Reissman (2008) states that “narratives are strategic, functional, and purposeful”
(p. 8) and “can mobilise others into action for progressive social change” (p. 9).
Although I made no claims to mobilising others for social change, I have certainly
constructed my thesis in a way that is strategic, functional and purposeful. I employed a
narrative structure as it enabled me to craft the ‘story’ of this change, especially as
weaving together disparate elements is one of the hallmarks of narrative, and also of the
processes of change. Employing narrative allowed me to represent the intricacies and
details of the development of both the object and subjectivities, a narrative explored not
only through the development of the initiative, but in the writing up of my research.
Throughout my thesis, I also reinforced the ultimate goal of this change, as the pursuit
of ‘better outcomes for students’. Although that was not the focus of my research, it is
presented as a consistent thread and could certainly have possible influences for others
who wish to seek similar goals in schools.
Perhaps I am too hasty in minimising the progressive possibilities of such research. In
engaging with this study, there could be some such effect for particular readers. To
improve the educational outcomes for the students in our care is surely the ultimate goal
of the system of education as we have established it in our society today? To move just
one step toward achieving this is inevitably a step in the right direction. For others in
schools to see the possibilities of their own academic and research credibility, as well as
for the introduction of new ideas, then perhaps the ripples of change, the bubbles on
new surfaces of emergence, could improve the experiences of even one small group of
students. If those ripples spread further outward, even without my knowledge of them, I
will have contributed to the threads of change in my own small way.
At the time of writing this conclusion, middle schooling in Australia (and indeed
internationally) is facing a ‘crisis’. Many early adopters have moved on and even some of
the strongest programs are faltering. According to Bahr and Crosswell (2011), “recent
evidence suggests middle years has lost ground in the Australian context and is
experiencing a growing silence in mainstream education agendas”. Mockler (2015)
describes it as “contested” (p. 253) and Prosser (2006) states that “[r]esearch into the
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first generation of middle schooling in Australia would seem to support that reform has
not gone far enough” (p. 8). The previously strong body of the Middle Schooling
Association of Western Australia amalgamated with the Middle Years of Schooling
Association in 2011; which then subsequently changed its name to ‘Adolescent Success’,
an organisation “dedicated exclusively to the education, development and growth of
young adolescents” (http://www.adolescentsuccess.org.au/home/about-us/ accessed 19
Aug 2015). Is this the problem of middle schooling or educational reform in general?
Why is it so hard to sustain meaningful change? Prosser (2006) suggests that it is because
“while these insights from the first generation of middle schooling still have currency,
there are also new contexts and challenges facing middle schooling today” (p. 10).
There is no doubt that the middle school movement, both in the United States and in
Australia has made a significant and sustained change to the nature of education for
young people. Practices of rich learning, authentic assessment and project based learning
have passed the threshold of formalisation to form the basis of a change in mindset that
educators now bring to the contemporary notions of formative assessment, inquiry
based learning, and lifelong learning. However, as recognised by Prosser (2006),
While it is possible for teachers to apply middle schooling philosophy in the
secondary school context, examples of this are neither widespread (Luke et
al, 2003; Beane, 2001), nor easy to sustain. As a consequence, ‘middle
schooling’ is often linked to calls for broader reform to make the application
of the philosophy more sustainable (Smyth et al, 2003; Chadbourne, 2001).
(p. 2)

This would suggest that, while it is possible to implement middle schooling in Australian
high school contexts, schools that do so are amongst a small cohort of professional
peers. Many are struggling to sustain middle schools that are caught between competing
reform initiatives, while trying to maintaining unique identities that position them as
doing more that simply adhering to current notions of ‘good teaching’ for all students,
rather than only for those ‘in the middle’.
However, all is not lost. With the recent publication of their anthology, Big Fish Little
Fish: Teaching and Learning in the Middle Years, Groundwater-Smith and Mockler (2015)
provide compelling evidence of continuing interest in middle schooling principles and
practices. Mockler argues for sustaining ‘innovation’ in the middle years against
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homogenising ‘reform’ movements (the GERM), in an effort to reverse the situation
where political forces have “in many cases unravelled [middle schooling] initiatives in
favour of more ‘universally defensible’, standardised practices” (p. 253). She draws on
the productive function of resistance by urging educators to “‘push back’ on educational
‘reform’ in order to preserve and regenerate the myriad educational possibilities offered
by the middle years” (p. 265). Many schools are still operating under middle schooling
principles and more recent reports continue to draw attention to the importance of the
middle years and the need for a pedagogically different approach than those stages
before and after (ARACY, 2011; Parliamentary Committee on Children and Young
People, 2009; MCEETYA, 2008). Prosser claims that “middle schooling is both
unfinished and exhausted, which would suggest that we are still only ‘halfway up the
mountain’ (Davis, 2001 p. 236) of middle schooling reform” (2006 p. 10) and that
continuing evidence exists for “a Middle Schooling movement … in Australia that
provides examples of a way out of a state of arrested development” (2008 p. 151). He
calls for “a new wave of middle schooling” (2006 p. 10) that must “respond to past
criticisms by fostering academic and intellectual rigour” (2008 p. 157) and “embrace new
pedagogies and literacies, as well as devise learning environments and experiences that
cater for the highly individualistic, reflexive and agentive nature of our emerging
citizens” (p. 157).
It is beyond the scope of this thesis to do more than touch upon these issues and raise
these questions. Certainly much has been done in the middle years over the past decade
and there is a large body of new research that explores ‘the fate of middle schooling’. As
this thesis does not detail the developments that occurred after implementation, there is
scope for further research on the success (and demise) of particular middle school
innovations in Australia. Where they have flourished, or been sustained, what factors
have created these situations? Where they have not, why? Do international structures,
such as the International Baccalaureate Middle Years Program provide meaningful
alternatives, and what are the differences that characterise these versions of middle
schooling? SEC itself it currently undergoing a review of the Middle School, exploring
means of improvement, progression and renovation. A change in leadership and the
increasing pressures of accountabilities and finances led to a reduction of the necessary
time required for effective collaboration. As a delimited change, affecting only a few
faculties and year groups at the school, the Middle School was easy to minimise. As a
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change built upon the promotion and energy of just a few key players, when those
leaders stepped away, the resistors began to infiltrate; which leads to a further research
question, as posed by Hargreaves and Fink (2004), “What happens when this
‘charismatic leader’ leaves?” (p. 9).
Prosser (2008) proposes that, “[w]hen faced with a chasm between middle schooling
philosophy and everyday school life, it is important to provide tangible examples of new
pedagogies and explore what they might look like in schools” (p. 159). In my research, I
have begun half of this process, by exploring the planning stage of a new pedagogy.
However, I have reached the point of concluding my thesis, yet not exhausting the
possibilities of my data. I also gathered data for the first two years of implementation
following the events of this narrative, and a useful continuation for this study would be
to present findings and analysis of the second stage of middle schooling at SEC as a
‘tangible example’ of how this initiative operated in practice. Other avenues could be
exploring, to a greater degree, changing staff subjectivities and investments and their
influence on the object, or the changing nature of the initiative once students arrived, as
real, live subjects on which to deploy its principles. None of my research looks at
students in the middle schooling discourse, and a micro-exploration of students in the
years post ‘implementation’ would contribute substantially to arguments about the future
of the middle years. An additional area of interest could be why some staff remained
beyond the first year, while others decided to leave. The middle school extended into
Year 8 in the following year (2005), and a similar process of negotiation was undertaken
to decide upon the form that the model would take and the faculties that would ‘come
on board’, and this generated an equally rich set of data for analysis. Irrespective of the
direction it could take, I would suggest that others pursue the fruitful path of insider,
‘sleeper’ research and contribute to the small pond of theoretical research that generates
from ‘within’ and develop the “capacity to read, use and engage in educational research
as a practitioner and practitioner-researcher” (Mockler, 2015 p. 265).
For my concluding ‘suggestions’, I will turn to Foucault for a final time, with two
particular quotes that signal the place of my research in the continuum of educational
investigation. In the first of these Foucault (1994) confesses that,
I am well aware that I have not made much progress. But I should not like
the effort I have made in one direction to be taken as a rejection of any
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other possible approach. Discourse in general … is so complex a reality that
we not only can, but should, approach it at different levels and with
different methods. (p. xiv)

In keeping with Foucault’s urging, I have established the use of an alternative method to
much of the school-based research conducted by teachers. However, by choosing this
path, I do not wish to minimise or reject the use of more traditional or common
practices that generate from both internal and external directions. Instead, I have
highlighted a space, in the ‘interstice’ between methods, to position my research and the
need for more. In the second quote, Foucault effectively summarises the purpose of, not
only my thesis, but the entire process of academic research. He declares,
‘I don’t write a book so that it will be the final word; I write a book so that
other books are possible, not necessarily written by me’ (Foucault, 1971 p.
162 in O’Farrell, 2005 p. 9)

Like Foucault, I certainly do not expect that this thesis could possibly provide the ‘final
word’ in the story of middle schooling in Australia. I have simply provided one ripple in
the pond of research, albeit from a slightly different direction, from which I hope to
offer something, to someone, sometime, in the hope that they will see fit to use as they
wish.
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